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DEPOSITED BY THE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


AUTHORIZING ABBREVIATED RECORDS IN REVIEWING 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY PROCEEDINGS 


THURSDAY, JUNE 27, 1957 


Housrt oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuscomMitreE No. 3 oF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2 p. m. in room 346, House Office Building, 

fon. Edwin E. Willis (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Messrs. Edwin E. Willis, Jack B. Brooks, William M. 
Tuck, Laurence Curtis and Arch A. Moore, Jr. 

Also present: Cyril F. Brickfield, counsel. 

Mr. Wiiuts. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We will take up today bill H. R. 6788, to authorize the abbreviation 
of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative 
agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of 
such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law 
relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for 
other purposes. 

(H. R. 6788 follows:) 


[H. R. 6788, 85th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative 
agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
ind to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for other 


sUTPOSt 


Re it enacted bu the Senate and House of Re presentative 8 of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the analysis of chapter 133 of title 28 of the 
United States Code, immediately preceding section 2101 of such title is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following additional item: 


” 


2. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders. 


“Sec. 2. Chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended by in- 
serting at the end of such chapter immediately following section 2111 an additional 
section, as follows: 


““§ 2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders 

““(a) The several courts of appeals shall have power to adopt, with the approval 
of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules prescribing the time and 
manner of filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the 


courts of appeals to enjoin, set aside, suspend, modify, or otherwise review or 
enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions, and officers, in 
which the applicable statute does nct specifically prescribe such time or manner of 
filing or contents of the record. Such rules may authorize the ageney, board, 
commission, or officer to file in the court a certified list of the materials comprising 


the record and retain and hold for the court all such materials and transmit the 


same Ol! ny part thereof to the e surt, When and as required by it, at any time 
prior to the final determination of the proceeding. The record in such proceedings 
shall be certified and filed in or held for the court of appeals by the agency, board, 
commission, or officer concerned within the time and in the manner prescribed by 
such rules. If proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals 


with respect to the same order the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned 
shall file the record in that one of such courts in which in its judgment the pro- 
ceedings may be carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties in- 
volved. The other courts in which such proceedings are pending shall thereupon 
transfer them to the court of appeals in which the record has been filed. 
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““(b) The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall 
consist of the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report upon 
which it is based, and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, 
board, commission, or officer concerned, or such portions thereof (1) as the said 
rules of the court of appeals may require to be included therein, or (2) as the 
agency, board, commission, or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or res- 
pondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission, or 
officer concerned or in the court in any such proceeding may consistently with the 
rules of such court designate to be included therein, or (8) as the court upon motion 
of a party or, after a prehearing conference, upon its own motion may by order in 
any such proceeding designate to be included therein. Such a stipulation or 
order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed in the court 
of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact by the agency, board, 
commission, or officer is in question all of the evidence before the agenc board, 
commission, or officer shall be included in the record except such as the agency, 
board, commission, or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or respondent in 
enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court proceeding by 
written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned 
or in the court agree to omit as wh liv immaterial to the questior ed finding. If 








there is omitted from the record any portion of the proceedings before the agency, 
board, commission, or officer which the court subsequently determines to be 


necessary for it to consider to enable it to review or enforce the order in question 


the court may direct that such additional portion of the proceedings be filed as a 
supplement to the record. If the rules of the court of appeals in which a proceed 
ing is pending do not require the printing of the entire record in that court the 
agency, board, commission, or officer concerned may, at its option and without 
regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, file in the court the entire 
record of the proceedings before it without abbi 

‘(c) The ageney, board, commission, or officer concerned may transmit to the 
court of appeal 


or any supplemental record, otherwise true copies of such papers certified by an 


eviation, 
s the original papers comprising the whole or any part of the record 


authorized officer or deputy of the ageney, board, commission, or officer concerned 
shall be transmitted. Any original papers thus transmitted to the court of appeals 
shall be returned to the ageney, board, commission, or officer concerned upon the 
final determination of the review or enforcement proceeding, Pending such final 
determination any such papers may be returned by the court temporarily to the 
custody of the ageneyv. board, commission, or officer concerned if needed for the 
transaction of the p , : 
record or any supplemental record may also be returned to the ageney, board, 
commission, or officer concerned upon the final determination of review pro- 
ceedings.”’ 

DEC. 3. (& The sixth sentence of subsection b) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat | i to read as follows: 
“Until the expiration of the time allowed fot for review, if no such 
petition has been duly filed within such tin 


ublic business. Certified copies of any pay 








rr review has been 
filed within such time then until the record has been filed in a 
court of appeals of the United States, as he d, the Commission 
may at any time, upon such notice aud in such manner as it shall deem proper 
modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or a1 order made or issued 
by it under this section.”’ 
‘(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (ce) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112-113), are amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted b ie clerk of the 


1 
court to the Commission, and thereupon the Commission shall file in the court the 


record in the proceeding, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon such filing of the petition the court all have juri di tion of the 
proceeding and of the question determined therein and shall have power to make 





nd enter a decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside the order of the Com- 
mission, and enforcing the same to the extent that such order is affirmed and to 
issue such writs as are ancillary to its jursidcition or are necessary in its judgment 
to prevent injury to the public or to competitors pen lente lite.” 

(c) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as 
amended (52 Stat. 113), is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 
of the United States to affirm, enforce, modify, or set aside orders of the Com- 
mission shall be exclusive.”’ 
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Sue. 4. (a) The sixth sentence of the second paragraph of section 11 of the Act 
of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), is amended to read as follows: 
“Until the record in such hearing shall have been filed in a United States court of 
appeals, as hereinafter provided, the Commission or Board may at any time, 
upon such notice, and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, 
in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued by it under this section.” 

(b) The first and second sentences of the third paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), are amended to read as 
follows: “‘If such person fails or neglects to obey such-order of the Commission, 
or Board while the same is in effect, the Commission or Board may apply to the 
United States court of appeals, within any circuit where the violation complained 
ofjwas or is being committed or where such person resides or carries on business, 
for the enforcement of its order, and shall file the record in the proceeding, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon such filing of the 
application the court shall cause notice thereof to be served upon such person, 
and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question deter- 


mined therein, and shall have power to make and enter a decree affirming, modify- 


ing, or setting aside the order of the Commission or Board.” 

(c) The second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph of section 11 of 
the Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1128), are amended to read 
as follows: “A copv of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to the Commission or Board and thereupon the Commission or Board 
shall file in the court the record in the proceeding, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition the court shall 
have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order of the Com- 
mission or Board as in the case of an application by the Commission or Board 
for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of the Commission or Board as 
to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence, determined as provided in 
section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like manner be con- 
clusive.”’ 

(d) The fifth paragraph of section 11 of the Act of October 15, 1914, as amended 
(64 Stat. 1128), is amended to read as follows: 

“Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the United States court 
of appeals to enforce, set aside, or modify orders of the Commission or Board 
shall be exclusive.’’ 

Sec. 5. The fourth and fifth sentences of the first paragraph of section 2 of the 
Ac. of July 28, 1916 (39 Stat. 425), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of 
such petition shali be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the 
Post Office Department and thereupon the said Department shall file in the court 
the record, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the 
filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set aside or modify 
the order of the Deparitment.”’ 

Sec. 6. (a) Subsecti ec) of section 203 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) Until the reeord in such hearing has been filed in a court of appeals of 
the United States, as provided in section 204, the Secretary at any time, upon 


} 


such notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable 


may amend or set aside the r port or 


1 


opportunity to the packer to be hear 
order, in whole or in part.” 

(b) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), are amended to read as follows: 
“(b) The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to 
be delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall thereupon file in the court 
the record in such procee lings, as provid 1 in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. If before such record is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside his 
report or order, in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within 
such time as the court may determine, on notice to the Seer tary. 

c) At any time after such petition is filed, the court, on application of the 
Secretary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it deems 
proper, the packer and his officers, directors, agents, and employees, from violating 
any of the provisions of the order pending the final determination of the appeal.” 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (h) of seetion 204 of the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended te read as follows: 
, (h) The court of appeals shall have jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the 
record with it shall be exciusive, to review, and to affirm, set aside, or modify, 
such orders of the Secretary, and the decree of such court shall be final except 
that it shall be subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United States upon 
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certiorari, as provided in section 1254 of title 28, if such writ is duly applied for 
within sixty days after entry of the decree.” 

Sec. 7. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (a) of section 6 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1001), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the 
court in which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to be 
delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture, Chairman of said Commission, or any 
member thereof, and the said Commission shall thereupon file in the court the 
record in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code.’’ 

(b) The seventh and eighth sentences of paragraph (b) of section 6 of the 
Commodity Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1002), as amended, are amended to read as 
follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to the Secretary of Agriculture and thereupon the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall file in the court the record theretofore made, as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of the petition the 
court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, to set aside, or modify the order of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and the findings of the Secretary of Agricuiture as to the 
facts, if supported by the weight of evidence, shall in like manner be conclusive.”’ 

Sec. 8. The third and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of subsection 
(b) of section 641 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (49 Stat. 865), are amended 
to read as follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary of the Treasury, or any officer designated by 
him for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary of the Treasury shall file in 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such 
order, in whole or in part.”’ 

Sec. 9. The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 9 of the Securities 
Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 80) is amended to read as follows: “‘A copy of such petition 
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Commission, 
and thereupon the Commission shall file in the court the record upon which the 
order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code.”’ 

Sec. 10. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 25 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 901) are amended to read as follows: 
““A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to any member of the Commission, and thereupon the Commission shall file in 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, and enforce or set 
aside such order, in whole or in part.” 

Sec. 11. The third sentence of subsection (¢c) of section 18 of the Act of June 
18, 1934 (48 Stat. 1002), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the court 
in which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to be de- 
livered to the Board and it shall thereupon file in the court the record in the pro- 
ceedings held before it under this section, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code.’’ 

Sec. 12. The second sentence of subsection (d) of section 402 of the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934, as amended (66 Stat. 719), is amended to read as follows: 
‘Within thirty days after the filing of an appeal, the Commission shall file with the 
court the record pon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’ 

Sec. 13. (a) absentia td of section 10 of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended (61 Stat. 147), is amended to read as follows 

“(d) Until the record in a case shall have been filed in a court, as hereinafter 
provided, the Board may at any time upon reasonable notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem proper, maify or set aside, in whole or in part, any finding or 
order made or issued by i 

(b) The first, see — fifth, and seventh sentences of subsection (e) of section 10 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 147), are amended to 
read as follows: 

**(e) The Board shall have power to petition any court of appeals of the United 
States, or if all the courts of appeals to which application may be made are in 
vacation, any district court of the United States, within any circuit or district, 
respectively, wherein the unfair labor practice in question occurred or wherein 
such person resides or transacts business, for the enforcement of such order and for 
appropriate temporary relief or restraining order, and shall file in the court the 
record in the proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
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Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall cause notice thereof to be 
served upon such person, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding 
and of the question determined therein, and shall have power to grant such tem- 
porary relief or restraining order as it deems just and proper, and to make and 
enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting aside 
in whole or in part the order of the Board. * * * If either party shall apply to 
the court for leave to adduce additional evidence and shall show to the satisfac- 
tion of the court that such additional evidence is material and that there were 
reasonable grounds for the failure to adduce such evidence in the hearing before 
the Board, its members, agent, or agency, the court may order such additional 
evidence to be taken before the Board, its members, agent, or agency, and to be 
made a part of the record Upon the filing of the record with it the juris- 
diction of the court shall be exclusive and its judgment and decree shall be final, 
except that the same shall be subject to review by the appropriate United States 
court of appeals if application was made to the distict court as hereinabove pro- 
vided, and by the Supreme Court of the United States upon writ of certiorari or 
certification as provided in section 1254 of title 28.” 

(c) The second and third sentences of subsection (f) of section 10 of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 148), are amended to read as follows: 
‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to the Board, and thereupon the aggrieved party shall file in the court the rece ae 
in the proceeding, certified by the Board, as provided in section 2112 of title 2 


United States Cod Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall proceed i in 
the same manner as in the ease of an application by the Board under subsection 
(e) of this section, and shall have the same jurisdiction to grant to the Board 

ich temporary relief or restraining order as it deems just and proper, and in like 
manner to make and enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so 


modified, or setting aside in whole or in part the order of the aoe the findings 
of the Board with supported by substantial evide nce 
on the record considered as a whole shall in like manner be conclusive. 

Sec. 14. The third and fourth sentences of subsection (h) of seetion 4 of the 
Federal Aleohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 980), as amended, are amended to 

ad as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Seer tary, or any officer designated DY him for that pur- 
pose, and thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record upon which the 


order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 


} 
i 
f 
i 





pect to que stions of fact i 





States Code. Upon the filing of such petition aca court shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction to affirm, 1 nodify, or set aside such order, in whole or in part 1 

Sec. 15. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 24 of the 
Publie Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 834), are amended to read 
as follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Commission, or any officer thereof de signated 
bv tl Comm i } I sUrpos i there I e Commission all file in 
the court the record upor hich the order complained of was entered, as ; pro vided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Cod Upon the filing of ae petition 
such court shall have « usive jurisdiction to affir modify, or set aside such 
ord in whole or in par 

Sec. 16 Subsectic 1) of section 313 of the Federal Power Act, as amended 
(49 Stat. 860), is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence 
reading as follows: “Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a court 
of appeals, as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time, upon 
reasonable notice and in such manner as it ll deem proper, modify or set aside, 
in hol or ih p 1 il n or ort I md oO SS d by 7" 

The Seco! d and ird sentenees of subsection (b) of section 313 of the 
ederal Power Act, as an ded (49 Stat. 860), ar mended t ad as follows: 
‘A copy of such petition shall forthwith be transmitted by shies ( an of the court 
to any member of the Commission and thereupon the Commission shall file 


with the court the rec 


ord up rn which the order complainge 1 of was ente red, as 
provided in section 212 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of s 
petition such court shall have jurisdict m, which upon the filing of the anand 
with it shall be exclusive, to affirm, n dif set aside such order in whole or 
in part.” 
Sec. 17. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 611 of the 


Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (52 Stat. 961), are amended to read as 
follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of 
the court to any member of the Board, or any officer thereof designated by the 
Board for that purpose, and thereupon the Board shail file in the court the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
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title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition such court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction to determine whether such cancellation or default was 
without just cause, and to affirm or set aside such order.” 

Sec. 18. Subsection (c) of section 1006 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
(52 Stat. 1024), is amended to read as follows: 

““(e) A copy of the petition shall, upon filing, be forthwith transmitted to the 
Board by the clerk of the court; and the Board shall thereupon file in the court 
the record, if any, upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’ 

Src. 19. (a) Subsection (a) of section 19 of the Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence reading as fol- 
lows: ‘“‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a court of appeals, 
as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole 
or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The second and third sentenzes of suse*tion (b) of section 19 of the Natural 
Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition 
shall forthwith be transmitted by the clerk of the court to any member of the 
Commission and thereupon the Commission shall file with the court the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon tne filing of such petition such court shall have 
jursidistion, which upon the filing of the re:ord with it shall be exclusive, to affirm 
modify, or set aside suzh order in whole or in part.”’ 

Sec. 20. (a) The first and second sentences of paragraph (2) of subsection (i) 
of section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the 
Act of July 22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

““(2) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (d) (5) 
or (e), a copy of the petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Secretary, or any officer designated by him for that purpose, and 
thereupon the Secretary shall file in the record of the proceedings on which he 
based his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the order complained of in whole or in part.”’ 

(b) The first and second sentences of paragraph (3) of subsection (i) of section 
408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the Act of July 22, 
1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

““(3) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (1), a 
copy of the petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, or any officer designated by him for that purpose, and 
thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record of the proceedings on 
which he based his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to affirm or set aside the order complained of in whole or in part.” 

Src. 21. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (f) of section 701 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act (52 Stat. 1055), as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘The Secretary thereupon shall file in the court the record of 
the proceedings on which the Secretary based his order, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, United States Code.” 

Src. 22. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 10 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1065), as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: ‘A copy of such petition shall forthwith be transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary, and thereupon the Secretary shail file in the 
court the record of the industry committee upon which the order complained of 
was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of such petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, 
modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part, so far as it is applicable to the 
petitioner.” 

Sec. 23. The fourth, fifth, sixth, and eighth sentences of subsection (f) of section 
5 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as amended (52 Stat. 1100), are 
amended to read as follows: ‘“‘Within fifteen days after receipt of service, or 
within such additional time as the court may allow, the Board shall file with the 
court in which such petition has been filed the record upon which the findings and 
decision complained of are based, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon the filing of such petition the court shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined therein, and shall 
give precedence in the adjudication thereof over all other civil cases not otherwise 
entitled by law to precedence. It shall have power to enter a decree affirming, 
modifying, or reversing the decision of the Board, with or without remanding 
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the cause for rehearing. * * * No additional evidence shall be received by the 
court, but the court may order additional evidence to be taken before the Board, 
and the Board may, after hearing such additional evidence, modify its findings of 
fact and conclusions and file such additional or modified findings and conclusions 
with the court, and the Board shall file with the court the additional record.” 

Sec. 24. (a) Subsection (c) of section 409 of the Federal Seed Act (53 Stat. 
1287), is amended to read as follows: 

‘““(¢) Until the record in such hearing has been filed in a court of appeals as pro- 
vided in section 410, the Secretary of Agriculture at’ any time, upon such notice 
and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable opportunity to 
the person to be heard, may amend or set aside the report or order, in whole or 
in a part.”’ 

(b) The second and third paragraphs of section 410 of the Federal Seed Act 
(53 Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to be 
delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall thereupon file in the court the 
record in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. If before such record is filed, the Secretary amends or sets aside his report 
or order, in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such 
time as the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

“At any time after such petition is filed the court, on application of the Secre- 
tary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it deems proper, 
the person and his officers, directors, agents, and employees from violating any 
of the provisions of the order pending the final determination of the appeal.’ 

(c) The first and second sentences of section 411 of the Federal Seed Act 
(53 Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 411. If any person against whom an order is issued under section 409 
fails to obey the order, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the United States, by its 
Attorney General, may apply to the court of appeals of the United States, within 
the circuit where the person against whom the order was issued resides or has his 
principal place of business, for the enforcement of the order, and shall file the record 
in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon such filing of the application the court shall cause notice thereof to be served 
upon the person against whom the order was issued.” 

Sec. 25. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 43 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 844), are amended to 
read as follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to any member of the Commission or any officer thereof desig- 
nated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission shall 
file in the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such 
petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set 
aside such order, in whole or in part.” 

Sec. 26. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 213 of the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 855), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Commission, or any officer thereof designated 
by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission shall file 
in the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as pro- 
vided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such 
petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set 
aside such order, in whole or in part.’’ 

Sec. 27. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of section 
632 of the Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act (60 Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: “The Surgeon General shall 
thereupon file in the court the record of the proceedings on which he based his 
action, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.” 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of section 632 of the 
Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction Act (60 
Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: 

(2) ‘Vhe findings of fact by the Surgeon General, unless substantially contrary 
to the weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive: but the court, for good cause 
shown, may remand the case to the Surgeon General to take further evidence, and 
the Surgeon General may thereupon make new or modified findings of fact and 
may modify his previous action, and shall file in the court the record of the further 
proceedings.” 

Sec. 28. The fourth sentence of subsection (c) of section 205 of the Sugar Act of 
1948 (61 Stat. 927), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘Within thirty days after the 
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filing of said appeal the Secretary shall file with the court the record upon which 
the decision complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code, and a list of all interested persons to whom he has mailed or 
otherwise delivered a copy of said notice of appeal.” 

Sec. 29. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 14 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1001), are amended to read as follows: ‘“‘A 
copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to 
the Board, and thereupon the Board shall file in the court the record in the pro- 
ceeding, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the 
filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and shall 
have power to affirm or set aside the order of the Board; but the court may in its 
discretion and upon its own motion transfer any action so commenced to the United 
States Court of Appeals for the circuit wherein the petitioner resides.” 

Sec. 30. (a) Subsection (e) of section 110 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(64 Stat. 1028), is amended to read as follows: 

*‘(e) Until the record in a ease shall have been filed in a court, as hereinafter 
provide d, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem re r, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any finding or order 
made or issued by i 

(b) The third onl fifth sentences of subsection (c) of section 111 of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1028), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Board 
shall thereupon file in the court the record of the proceedings before the Board 
with respect to the matter concerning which judicial review is sought, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code * * * Upon the filing of such 
petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding, which upon the filing 
of the record with it shall be exclusive, and shall have power to a “i modify, or 
set aside. or to enforce or enforce as modified the order of the Boa 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (d) of ee 111 of the Bs ternal Security 
Act of 1950 (60 Stat. 1029), is amended to read as follows: 

“‘(d) If either party shall apply to the court ee leave to adduce additional 
evidence and shall show to the satisfaction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grou as for the failure to 
adduce such evidence in the hearing before the Board or it hearing examiner, the 
court may order such additional evidence to be taket before the Bo: i 
hearing examiner an d to be made a part of the reeord.”’ 

Src. 31. (a) Section 6 of the Act of December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1130), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. Unless the pre ceeding has been terminated on a motion to dismiss 
the petition, the agency shall file in the office of the clerk of the court of appt a in 
which the proceeding is pending the record on review, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, U ed States Code.”’ 





(b) The oe sentence of subsection (ce) of ction 7 of the Ac if December 
29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1131), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The ageney may modify 
its findings of fact, or make new findings, by reason of the additional evidence so 
taken al 1 may modify or set aside its order and shall file in the court such addi- 
tional evidence, such modifled findings or new findings, and such modified order 
yr the order setting aside the original order.”’ 

SEC. 32 The second and third sentences of ibseetion (b) of seetior OS of the 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, as amended (66 Stat. 702), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘“‘Upon reeeipt of such copy of a notice of appeal the Board shall 
file in such court the record upon which the order complained of wa ide, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Cod The costs of certifying 


and filing such reeord shall be paid by { 


Sec. 33. The fifth and sixth tences of subsectiotr b) of section 207 of the 
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as a nded (69 Stat. 564), are 
amended to read as follows: ‘“‘Such petition for review must be filed within 
sixty days after the date of mailing of the final order of denial by said designee 


and a copy shall forthwith be transmitted to the said designee by the clerk of the 
court. Within forty-five days after receipt of such petition for review, or within 
such further time as the court may grant for good cause shown, said designee 
shall file an answer thereto, and shall file with the « the recor 
ings with respect to such claim, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code on 

Src. 34. The second and third sentences of section 9 of the Bank Holding 
Compa1 V Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 138) are amended to read as follows: wh Copy 
of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted to the Board by the clerk of the 
court, and thereupon the Board shall file in the court the record made before the 
Board, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing 
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of such petition the oper shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify 
the order of the Board and to require the Board to take such action with regard 
to the matter under review as the court deems proper.” 

SEc. 35. This Act shall not be construed to repeal or modify any provision 
of the Administrative Procedure Act. 


Mr. Wituis. Last year we held hearings on a similar bill, and the 


hearings were printed. The printed evidence was circulated, and 
since that time we have received comments/on this subject matter. 
Todav we are prepare 1 to hear further evidence and such comments 
as might be offered as a result of our efforts last year. 
We are . ippv, inde ed, | to have with us Judge Albert B. Maris. 
Jud: eC, Wwe will} be del “it to hear Godt you, 


TESTIMONY OF JUDGE ALBERT B. MARIS, UNITED STATES 
CIRCUIT JUDGE, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Judge Mants. Mr. Chairman, my name is Albert B. Maris. I am 
2 circuit judge of the third judicial circuit stationed at Philadelphia 
and T am, and since 1944 have been, chasrnen of the Committee on 
Revision of the Laws of the Judicial Conference of the United States 

In 1953 the Judicial Conference re ferred to its Committee on Re- 
vision of the Laws a proposal that existine statutes be amended so as 
to permit administrative agencies whose orders are to be reviewed by 
a court of appeals to send to the court an abbreviated record where 
the whole record is not necessary and so as to authorize the use of the 
original papers in appropriate cases in lieu of a trans ript, the papers 
to be returned to the agency upon the completion of the review pro- 
ceedings. 

The committee concluded that the proposal had real merit. In a 
great many such cases much of the record is not relevant to the 
questions actually raised on review and to include it, as the statutes 
now require, involves a substantial waste of time and money in 
preparing the transcript. Moreover it may well be found that 
substantial savings in time and money can be effected if authority is 
given to use the original papers on review instead of a transcript. 

An examination of the statutes authorizing judicial review of orders 
of administrative agencies disclosed that many of them now specifically 
require a transcript of the entire record before the administrative 
agency to be filed by the agency in the court of appeals. The com- 
mittee thought that these requirements should be eliminated except 
in those instances where for some other reason it is necessary to file 
the entire record. 

The object could, perhaps, have been accomplished by a general 
statute repealing all inconsistent provisions of the various acts provid- 
ing for judicial review of agency action. But this would leave the 
law in confusion as to what specific provisions had been thus repealed 
by implication. We, therefore, became satisfied that in order to 
deal comprehensively with the problem it would be necessary to 
amend many of the existing statutes providing for review of agency 
orders by the courts of appeals. 

In addition it seemed advisable to add a new section 2112 to title 
28 of the United States Code which would confer rulemaking power 
in this field upon the courts of appeals with the approval of the Judi- 
cial Conference. Such a statute should, we believe, be modeled upon 
section 6 of the Hobbs Act of December 29, 1950 (5 U. S. C. 1036) 
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which was enacted upon the recommendation of the Judicial Confer- 
ence, and the statute should be drawn in the light of the uniform rules 
adopted under the Hobbs Act by nearly all of the courts of appeals 
with the approval of the Judic ial Conference. 

bs The Committee on Revision of the Laws of the Judicial Conference 
accordingly prepared a tentative draft of such an amendatory statute 
and we submitted it to all the judges of the courts of appeals and to 
all the agencies involved for their study and suggestions. 

We received a large number of constructive suggestions which we 
embodied in the revision of the bill which was introduced in the 84th 
Congress as H. R. 6682, and which was the subject of a hearing before 
your subcommittee on May 17, 1956. Discussions were had with 
many agency representatives, the bill has been approved in principle 
by the American Bar Association and it has been reintroduced, with 
minor changes, in the present Congress as H. R. 6788. It incorporates 
the recommendation of the President’s Conference on Administrative 
Procedure in this field. It has, of course, been approved by the Judi- 
cial Conference of the United States. 

May I briefly summarize the principal features of the bill: 

It would add to title 28 of the United States Code a new section 
2112, entitled ‘‘Record on Review and Enforcement of Agency 
Orders.”’ The section included enforcement as well as review pro- 
ceedings in the courts of appeals. 

Subsection (a) of new section 2112 gives the courts of appeals power 
to adopt, with the approval of the Judicial Conference, rules pre- 
scribing the time and manner of filing and the contents of the record 
in all such proceedings, unless the applic rable statute makes specific 
provision on the subject. The general power granted by section 
2112 (a), however, will render such specific statutory provisions un- 
necessary hereafter. 

The American Bar Association and the Secretary of Agriculture 
have recommended that the proposed statute be amended so as to 
require the adoption of uniform rules on these subjects which shall be 
applicable in all courts of appeals. The proposal is to amend the bill 
so that the word “rules” in line 8 on page 2 would be expanded to 
read: ‘uniform rules applicable in all courts of appeals.” 

It is, of course, for Congress to decide whether to impose such 
requirement. Certainly no one can deny that substantial enihweaivy 
in this regard is highly desirable. On the other hand there should, 
I believe, be some possibility of providing for special conditions in 
particular circuits when those conditions do not obtain generally. 
In this connection I would call attention to the fact that the pro- 
cedure which the bill proposes, and which is taken directly from the 
Hobbs Act, of requiring approval of such rules by the Judicial Con- 
ference, has worked well under that act to produce substantial 
uniformity. 

This result was achieved by the Judicial Conference by its recom- 
mending to the courts of appeals the adoption of a uniform rule 
prepared by a committee of the Conference. As a result all but one of 
the courts of appeals have now adopted that uniform rule with only 
minor changes. It would seem reasonable to suppose that the same 
desirable result could be achieved in the same way under the proposed 
bill without infringing the power of individual courts to make special 
provisions required by peculiar local conditions. 
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There is a small textual amendment which I should like to propose 
to the first sentence of subsection (a) of proposed section 2112. It 
follows a suggestion made by the Federal Power Commission. It is 
at the end of line 12 on page 2 to strike out the words “in which” 
and substitute therefor the words ‘‘to the extent that’. This will 
make it clearer that the rules to be adopted by the courts of appeals 
may cover the matters of time of filing, manner of filing and contents 
of the record to the full extent that such matters or any of them are 
not specifically covered by applicable statutes. 

Subsection (a) has been expanded in accordance with suggestions 
made at the hearing on May 17, 1956, to provide that the Tules of 
court may authorize the agency to file a certified list of the materials 
comprising the record and retain the actual papers in its physical 
custody to be transmitted to the court only when and if required by 
the court in its consideration of the case. This has been a procedure 
which has recently been tried in some of the courts and has been found 
quite feasible and saving of time and money. To carry it out fully, 
however, I believe that two small additional amendments should be 
made. 

The first amendment would be after the words “‘of the proceeding” 
in line 20, page 2, to strike out the period and insert in lieu thereof 
the words ‘‘, and suc ‘h filing of such certified list of the materials 
comprising the record and such subsequent transmittal of any such 
materials when and as required shall be deemed full compliance with 
any provision of law requiring the filing of the record in the court.’ 

The second amendment, which I think is needed in the interest of 
precision, would be in line 21, page 2, to insert the words “and trans- 
mitted to” after the words ‘‘or held for.”’ 

At the suggestion of the Securities and Exchange Commission sub- 
section (a) also includes a provision that if proceedings have been 
instituted in two or more courts with respect to the same order the 
agency shall file the record in that court which in its judgment will 
be most convenient to the parties and the other courts shall then 
transfer their proceedings to it. This was intended to provide statu- 
tory authority for the procedure developed by the courts in this 
situation. (See Columbia Oil & Gasoline Corp. v. Securities & L[xch. 
Com., 3 Cir. 1948, 134 F. 2d 265; L. J. Marquis & Co. v. Securities & 
Exch. Com., 2 Cir. 1943, 134 F. 2d 335; L. J. Marquis & Co. v. Securi- 
ties & Exch. Com., 3 Cir. 1943, 134 F. 2d 822.) It would provide a 
general rule applicable to all agency review cases which may present 
this perplexing problem. ‘The use of the phrase ‘‘in its judgment” 
was intended to a clear that the choice of forum in such a case 
is in the discretion of the agency and is not reviewable except for 
clear abuse of discretion. 

The American Bar Association and certain of the agencies have 
objected to the form of this provision, however. Their recommenda- 
tion is that the court of appeals in which the first proceeding is in- 
stituted should have exclusive aca ‘tion of all proceedings involving 
the same order, with authority to transfer all the proceedings to 
another court of appeals if that would best serve the convenience of the 
parties. I am satisfied that the Judicial Conference would not oppose 
this alternative proposal if the subcommittee thinks well of it. To 
incorporate it in the bill would call for two amendments. 

The first would be in lines 2, 3, and 4, page 3, to strike out the words 
“in its judgment the proceedings may be carried on with the greatest 
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convenience to all the parties involved’’, and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “a proceeding with respect to such order was first instituted.” 

The second amendment would be to insert at the end of line 6, page 
3, the following additional sentence: ‘‘For the convenience of the 
parties in the interest of justice such court may thereafter transfer 
all the proceedings with respect to such order to any other court of 
appeals.”’ 

Subsection (b) of proposed section 2112 provides for the abbrevia- 
tion of the record by inclusion only of such material as the rules of 
court may require, or as the parties, including parties permitted to 
intervene by the court, may stipulate, or as the court mi: iy designate 
by order. ‘The stipulation or order may provide in an appropriate 
case, such as a petition for a consent decree enforcing a National 
Labor Relations Board order, that no record at all be filed. 

May I point out that here is a situation where a great waste of time 
and pub lic money can be eliminated. One of the principal reasons 
why it is important that the various statutes providing for review of 
particular agency orders be amended, as the bill proposes to do, is to 
eliminate the present requirement of many of them that the entire 
record be filed on review or enforcement in order to give the court of 
appeals jurisdiction to grant relief. We have in the courts of appeals 
a great many cases in which the National Labor Relations Board 
petitions the court to enter an enforcement decree which has been 
consented to by the respondent. The parties have agreed upon the 
decree but the Board must nonetheless spend the time and public 
money required to send the court a complete transcript of the record 
before the latter can enter the decree requested. There is absolutely 
no useful purpose served by this. It is a pure waste of time and 
money. Subsection (b) of proposed section 2112 would permit the 
filing of the record to be dispensed with in such a case and a decree to 
be entered upon the petition and consenting answer or stipulation. 

The various peowiaion of subsection (b) to which I have referred 
will enable the parties to abbreviate the record by eliminating all 
material not relevant to the questions actually raised on review, with 
consequent saving of time and expense. Provision is made that addi- 
tional portions of the record may be ordered by the court to be filed if 
found to be needed. In this connection the Secretary of Agriculture 
has quite properly suggested that the test as to whether additional 
portions of the record should be ordered filed should be that it is 
proper for the court to consider them and not that it must be shown to 
be necessary for the court to do so. 1 think the point is well taken and 
accordingly propose that in line 11 on page 4 the word ‘‘necessary”’ be 
stricken out and “proper’’ substituted for it 

If the correctness of a finding of fact is in issue subsection (b) 
requires all the evidence to be included in the record except such as 
the parties by stipulation agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the 
questioned finding. This will enable the court to perform its duty 
in such a case under section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure 
Act to “review the whole record or such portions thereof as may be 
cited * any party.” 

Certain of the agencies represented to our committee that in some 

‘ases it would be much more costly of time and money and seriously 
lela the proceedings to attempt to abbreviate the record than to 
send it all to the court of appeals and they accordingly opposed any 
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compulsory provision for abbreviation by rule or order without their 
consent. We believe that there is merit in this point and subsection 
(b) as originally drawn accordingly included a proviso giving the 
agencies the right, at their option, to file the entire record in those 
courts which, in view of their use of the appendix or modified printed 
record system, do not require the entire record to be printed. 

Following the original drafting of the bill it has developed that as 
the result of recent rule changes no court of appeals now requires the 
entire record to be printed. ‘This limitation upon the scope of this 
particular provision may, therefore, properly be deleted, and the 
provision made universal, as the American Bar Association and the 
agencies have suggested. in addition the bar association has sug- 
gested that the petitioner for review and the respondent in enforce- 
ment proceedings should also have the option to require the entire 
proceedings to constitute the record on review or enforcement. I 
am in full accord with this suggestion which is obviously fair. 

Both changes can be accomplished by striking out in lines 15, 16, 
and 17 on page 4 the words: “If the rules of the court of appeals in 
which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire 
record in that court the” and “inserting in lieu thereof the word “The”, 
and by inserting immediately before the word “file’’ in line 19, page 
4, the words “and if so requested by the petitioner for review or 
respondent in enforcement shall,” 

Subsection (c¢) authorizes the transmittal of the original papers, in- 
stead of certified copies, as the record in review and enforcement 


proceedings. As originally drawn this was to be compulsory if the 
rules or orders of the court so provided and optional with the agencies 
in the absence of rules or orders. A number of the agencies pointed 


out to our committee that their records were public records which 
were required to be kept in their offices open to public inspection; 
also that in many cases an agency must retain the original papers in 

proceeding before it for use in connection with another related case 
not on review. The agencies strongly urged that the compulsory 
feature of the original papers provision be eliminated. Our committee 
acquiesced and eliminated this feature from the bill which now author- 
izes the transmittal of the original papers as the record solely at the 
option of the agency. The bill provides, however, that this may 
apply to a part of the record also, so that the agency may transmit 
some original papers and certified copies of others. 

The bill requires the return of any original papers at the conclusion 

f the case and this has now been broadened to permit the return 

ziso of certified copies which were included in the record. Certain 
aeencies informed our committee that they could make use of such 
copies if rett rhed and their return will relieve a se ‘rious storage 
problem in the offices of the clerks of the courts of appeals. 

The bill is not intended to apply to the review of decisions of the 
Tax Court, which is not an administrative agency, or to the review 
of such agency orders as are by law reviewable by the district courts, 
such as exclusion and deportation orders. Deputy Attorney General 
Rogers has suggested that this be made explicit in proposed section 


0) 


2112. I think this is an excellent suggestion. To carry it out I 
suggest that the bill be «mended on page 5, line 13, by striking out 
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the quotation marks at the end of the line and inserting the following 
additional paragraph: 

(d) The provisions of this section are not applicable to proceedings to review 
decisions of the Tax Court of the United States or to proceedings to review or 
enforce those orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions, or officers 
which are by law reviewable or enforceable by the district courts. 

As 1 have stated, an examination of the statutes providing for the 
edlienes ement or review of partic ular agency orders indicated that most 
of them would require amendment to bring them into harmony with 
the provisions of proposed section 2112. Many of the statutes 
require the entire record before the agency to be filed. Some of them 
also provide that the court gets jurisdiction upon the filing of the 
petition for review. Many others provide, however, that jurisdiction 
is not acquired until the filing of the transcript of the record. 

We believe that the latter provision is illogical and unwise, illogical 
since it places it within the power of the agency to delay the acquisi- 
tion of full jurisdiction by the court, and unwise since it raises a 
serious question as to the extent of the court’s power to make orders 
relating to the filing of the record or other preliminary orders between 
the time of filing the petition for review and the time the record is 
actually filed. 

The bill accordingly follows the pattern of the latest congressional 
enactment on the subject, the Hobbs Act of December 29, 1950, 
relating to the review of orders of the Federal Communications 
Commission and certain other agencies, by proposing to amend the 
various statutes to provide in all cases that the reviewing court shall 
acquire jurisdiction upon the filing of the petition for review. In the 
case of the Federal Trade Commission Act, the Clayton Act, the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, the National Labor Relations Act, the 
Federal Power Act, and the Natural Gas Act the existing law provides 
that the agency may modify or set aside its order after a petition for 
review has been filed and up to the time of filing of the record. The 
Judicial Conference agrees with the agencies that this power should 
be retained. The bill, therefore, proposes to amend these statutes 
so that, although jurisdiction shall be acquired by the court upon 
the filing of a petition for review, the jurisdiction shall not become 
exclusive until the filing of the record. 

Certain perfecting amendments of the various statutes providing 
for the review or enforcement of orders of particular agencies have been 
included in sections 3 to 34 of the bill. Thus it is provided that the 
clerk of the court shall transmit a copy of a petition for review to the 
agency concerned. ‘This removes a present ambiguity on this point. 
Also “record” is substituted for “tr anscript’ and in each case the 
record is required to be filed ‘‘as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code’, thus bringing into play all the provisions of 
that proposed section and rendering it unnecessary to repeat in each 
statute providing for judicial review the detailed oe isions relating 
to the record which now appear in some of them. Since many of 
these existing provisions are inconsistent with the plan of section 2112 
they are proposed to be eliminated by the amendatory sections of 
the bill. 

At the hearing on May 17, 1956 I submitted a draft of H. R. 6682 
in which the changes in existing law were indicated in accordance 
with the Ramseyer rule. H. R. 6788 is identical with H. R. 6682 
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except for (1) the addition in lines 14 to 21 on page 2 of the language 
with respect to filing a certified list of the materials comprising the 
record and holding the actual papers subject to call, (2) an amendment 
to section 22 to insert the words “of the industry committee” in line 
25, page 20, and line 1, page 21, to conform to the amendment made 
by section 5 (f) of the act of August 12, 1955 (69 Stat. 712), and (3) to 
renumber section 33 as 35 and to add new sections 33 and 34 amending 
in accordance with the plan of the bill section 207 (b) of the Inter- 
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 as added by oe act of August 
9, 1955 (69 Stat. 564), and section 9 of the Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 138), both of which were enacted after the orig- 
inal drafting of the bill. 

The agencies, boards, commissions or officers whose orders are re- 
viewable under the statutes proposed to be amended by sections 3 to 
34 of the bill are the following: 


2 


3. Federal Trade Commission 

4. Interstate Commerce Commission, Federal Communications Commission, 
Civil Aeronautics Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System 

5. Postmaster General 

). Secretary of Agriculture 

7. Contract Market Commission, Secretary of Agriculture 

8. Secretary of the Treasury 

). Securities and Exchange Commission 

). Securities and Exchange Commission 

1. Foreign Trade Zone Board 

2. Federal Communications Commission 

3. National Labor Relations Board 

4. Secretary of the Treasury 

5. See aritic 3 and Iixe hange Commission 

) Fede al Power ( ‘ommission 

17. Federal Maritime Board, Secretary of Commerce 

18. Civil Aeronautics Board 

19. i ede ral Power Comn ission 

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Secretary of Agriculture 

21. Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 

22. Secretary of Labor 

23. Railroad Retirement Board 

24. Secretary of ip eroapanan 

25. Securities and Exchange Commission 

26. Securities and Exchange Commission 

27. Public Health Rereine’ 

28. Secretary of Agriculture 

29. Subversive Activities Control Board 

30. Detention Review Board 

31. Federal Communications Commission, Secretary of Agriculture, Federal 

Maritime Board, Maritime Administration, Atomic Energy Commission 

32. Federal Coal Mine Safety Review Board 

3. Attorney General (Executive Order 10644) 

34. Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 


ram 


LF LP LP LP ALP? 
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to 


La 
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A number of these agencies have made suggestions for clarifying 
amendments to the sections with which they are respectively con- 
cerned. Many of these suggestions involve distinct improvements to 
the bill. The reasons for these amendments are explained in support- 
ing memoranda which the agencies have led with your committee 
and I need, therefore, not discuss those reasons here but will simply 
submit the text of those emendments proposed by the agencies which 
I am satisfied should be added to the bill. 

Amendment to section 3 proposed by the Federal Trade Commission: 

On page 6, line 10, insert after “therein” the words, ‘‘concurrently 
with the Commission until the filing of the record,” 
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by the Federal Trade Com- 


Amendment to section 4 proposed 
mission : 

On page 7, line 21, insert after ‘therein,’ the words ‘concurrently 
vith the Commission or Board until the filing of the record,” 

These two amendments, while not in the exact terms proposed by 
the Commission, carry out its suggestion to remove any possible 
ambiguity as to the right of the ¢ ‘ommission to modify or revoke an 


order under review prior to the tiling of the record. At the same 
time the amendments do not interfere with the basic scheme of the 
bill to make clear in all cases that jurisdiction attaches in the court 


of appeals for the purpose of making interlocutory and procedural 
orders from the filing of the petition for review. 

Amendments to section 6 proposed by the Secretary of Agriculture 

On page 9, line 16, strike out “(b) and (c)” and insert “‘(b), (ce), 
and (d)’’, and on page 10, line 8, strike out the quotation marks at 
the end of the line and insert the following additional paragraph: 

(d) The evidence so taken or eo and filed as aforesaid as a part of the 
record, shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the ease. The pro- 
ceedings in such cases in the court of appe als shall be made a preferred cause 
and shall be expedited in every way. 

Amendments to section 7 proposed by the Seer tary of Agriculture: 

On page 10, line 20, tate: out “third sentence” and insert “third 
and fourth sentences’, in line 21 strike out “is’’ and insert ‘‘are’’ 
and on page 11, line 3, insert the following additional sentence at the 
end of the line within the quotation marks. 

The testimony and evidence taken or submitted before the said Commission, 
duly filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, shall be considered by the court as 
the evidence in the case. 

Amendment to section 16 proposed by the Federal Power Com- 
mission: 

On page 17, line 6, strike out the period after ‘it’? and insert 
the provisions of this Act.” 

Amendments to section 17 proposed by the Federal Maritime 
Board: 

On page 17, lines 22, 23, and 24, strike out “Board” in each line 
and insert ‘“‘Commission’’. ‘This amendment is needed in order to 
bring into play the definition of ““Commission’”’ as comprehending 
both the Federal Maritime Board and the Secretary of Commerce 
which is set out in section 905 (e) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
as amended. 

Amendment to section 19 proposed by the Federal Power Com- 
mission: 

On page 18, line 22, strike out the period after ‘it’? and insert 
“under the provisions of this Act.” 

Amendments to section 21 proposed by the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare: 

On page 20, line 13, strike out “The third sentence’ and insert 
““(a) The second and third sentences’’; in line 15 strike out “is” and 
insert ‘are’; in line 16, immediately before “The Secretary’’, insert 
in the quotation “A copy of the petition shall be forthwith trans- 
mitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary or other officer 
designated by him for that purpose.”’; and between lines 19 and 20 
insert the following additional paragraph: 


se 


under 
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(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of section 701 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (52 Stat. 1055), as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘Upon the filing of the petition referred to in paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the order, or to set it 
aside in whole or in part, temporarily or permanently.” 

Amendments to section 24 proposed by the Secretary of Agriculture: 

On page 22, line 13, strike out “second and third” and insert ‘‘second, 

° . 99 a0 1: et. . 
third and fourth”; and on page 23, line 4, strike out the quotation 
marks and insert the following additional paragraph: 

The evidence so taken or admitted and filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, 
shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the case. The proceedings in 
such cases in the court of appeals shall be made a preferred cause and shall be 
expedited in every way. 


Amendments to section 27 proposed by the Secretary of Health, 


Education, and Welfare: On page 24, line 18, strike out ‘“The third 
sentence of paragraph’? and insert ‘‘Paragraph’’; and in line 21, 


rm -% 


immediately before ‘The Surgeon’’, insert within the quotation the 
following: 


(b) (1) If the Surgeon General refuses to approve any application under section 
625 or section 654, the State ageney through which the application was submitted, 
or if any State is dissatisfied with the Surgeon General’s action under subsection 
a) of this section, such State may appeal to the United States court of appeals 
for the circuit in which such State is located by filing with such court a notice of 
appeal. The jurisdiction of the court shall attach upon the filing of such notice. 
copy of the notice of appeal shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Ss irgeon Ci 1ié ral, or il Vv officer rat sig ated DY him for that purpose, 
4 2 “o<« 1 41 , 1 . 

Amendments to section 32 proposed by the Federal Coal Mine 

: f 1AU . . ‘ e Ty 14} 7" . i 
Safety Board of Review and the Secret: ry O1 reaitn, Kduecation, and 
Ny ¢ ry" | ‘ ) ‘ 1 41 T° YT) . > . - ‘ i 7 
Welfare: The Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review properly 
suggests that the present section 32 should be stricken out since the 

: oa : : 
procedure upon review of the orders of that Board is not analogous 
ae 
This seems clear 
] r | ‘ 1 ‘ rs . . _ 

upon consideration oF the fact that these proceealihgs are purely ad- 


versary proceedings between parties before the Board and that the 


( 
: 7 : s ; 
Lo the other review proceedings ¢ rverea by the bil 


> ; , ; : : nets ; ae : 
oard Is not a partv to the review proceeding. the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and yWeriare, Howt r, suggests that an additional 


1 “p 907 r 4] 
uli to ampuiuty section 207 (bd) of the 


act of September 23, 1950, and that it may properly be inserted as a 


section should be added to the 


new section 32. Accordingly section 32 would be amended so as to 
read as follows: 

Sai, > Subsectior 1, ¢ ction 207 e Act f September 23. 1950. as 
mended H4 Stat G74 same! 1 by ing #2 the er of that sul section 3 
additional sent es reading as follo | local educational agenev affected 
mav fite with ti ee La tition to revie' su \ ] \ copy of the petition 
hall be forthwith transmitted bv the clerk of the court to the Commissioner, or 
inv officer de nated by him for that purpose ( filing of the petition 
the court shall have jurisdiction to aff or set aside the action of the Commis- 
sioner in whole or in part 


or ally, i should like to 


{ . { —_ h; TATA 
‘all attention to a few typographical errors 
in the bill which ought to be 


e corrected by amendment. 

On page 14, in line 21, and again in line 23, ‘‘members”’ should be 
“member’’. 

On page 17, line 5, “find” should be ‘‘finding”’. 

On page 19, line 19, “the court’”’ should be inserted at the beginning 
of the line before ‘‘the record of the proceedings” 

On page 20, line 4, the figure ‘1’? should be stricken out between 
the parentheses and the letter ‘‘l’’ should be inserted in lieu thereof. 


( 
} 
| 
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On page 22, line 12, ‘‘a” should be stricken out immediately before 
*“nart’’. 

On page 26, line 23, a period should be inserted immediately after 
“Code” 

Mr. Wits. We will recess for several minutes while we answer the 
rollcall. 

(Short recess taken.) 

Mr. Wits. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Judge Maris. Mr. Chairman, may I complete in a very few 
moments the statement I was making. 

I should like to call attention to pages 20 to 24 of my statement, toa 
number of amendments which the various agencies have proposed and 
which our committee thinks are appropriate to be made to the bill. 
They are mostly perfecting amendments. They are set out there and 
need not be discussed, except perhaps one. 

The Federal Coal Mine Safe ty ae of Review is concerned with 
amendments made by section 32 of the bill to their act. They point 
out that they are not the same kind of agency as the other agencies 
referred to here, that they are really an adjudicating agency. Their 
counsel is here and perhaps can state it a little better than I. They 
have an officer of the Government as one party and an individual in 
the mining industry is the other party and they adjudic ate between 
those parties, the losing party having the right ‘: take an appeal to 
the court of appeals, to which appe: al the agency, this Board, is not a 
party. Therefore, they are more like the Tax C jue than these other 
agencies, all of which are themselves parties on review. They suggest 
therefore that they be eliminated, and we think it proper that they 
should be eliminated and that section 32 as it now stands should be 
stricken from the bill. 

But in my proposed amendments I have suggested that a new 
section 32 take its place related—— 

Mr. Writs. On what page of your statement is that? 

Judge Maris. The top of page 24, Mr. Chairman—a new section 32 
proposed by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, to 
make some rather small perfecting amendments in one of his acts in 
this field be substituted, which then will not change the section 
numbering of the bill. 

Then finally I have indicated on the last two pages some typo- 
graphical errors which have been discovered in the bill which should 
be corrected. 

The counsel for the Securities and Exchange Commission, who is 
present, has suggested by a memorandum which has been just very 
recently filed with your committee, that the four sections of the bill 
which relate to their agency should be each amended so as to make it 
clear that the agency has jurisdiction concurrent with the court of 
appeals to modify, amend, or revoke an order between the time the 
petition for review is filed and the time the record is filed. That is a 
provision which is in force with respect to a great many other agencies. 
It certainly is a proper provision, and it can be very readily accom- 
plished in each of these sections by striking out the words ‘exclusive 
jurisdiction” and inserting in lieu thereof the words ‘jurisdiction, 
which, upon the filing of the record shall be exclusive.”’ 

Mr. Curtis. With which of the four sections are you dealing? 

Judge Maris. The 4 sections are sections 10, 15, 25, and 26. It is 
the same amendment in each section. The language of each one is 
exactly the same. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wiis. Judge, as I understand, the bill in its present form has 
the support of the Judicial Conference. 

Judge Maris. That is correct. 

Mr. Writs. What about the variations and amendments which 
you have addressed yourself to today? May we assume that that has 
their approval, too? 

Judge Maris. You may assume that those have their approval. 
They are perfecting ¢ amendments, Mr. Chairman. The principal one, 
I should say, is the amendment in the case where a petition for review 
has been filed in the two different courts of appeals by different 
parties concerned with the same order. The bill provides that the 
agency shall decide which court shall have jurisdiction and file the 
record in that court. The proposed amendment is that the first 
court in which a petition is filed shall have jurisdiction of all of those 
petitions but with the right to transfer to some other court under 
the doctrine of forum non conveniens. That is a provision which I 
am certain the Judicial Conference would approve. There was dis- 
cussion of that matter in the Judicial Conference. In fact, the mem- 
bers of the Conference said they would have preferred that but they 
thought that was not what would be desired, but it appears now that 
the agencies themselves think that would be a better provision. A 
number of them have suggested it. So I am sure that is all right, and 
I believe the other provisions are unquestionably satisfactory to the 
Judicial Conference. I am prepared so to state. 

Mr. Wiis. | understand from our counsel! that the statements we 
received from several agencies since last year’s hearings were sub- 
mitted to you and that you studied them before you appeared today 
here. Is that correct? 

Judge Maris. That is correct. The suggested amendments which 
are in the latter part of my statement are the result of that study, 
Mr. Chairman, and are amendments which agencies have suggested 
by way of perfecting the bill, which we are satisfied are proper amend- 
ments and should be made. They come out of those memoranda 
which have been submitted to you and which you were good enough 
to let me look at. 

Mr. Wiis. I address you as Judge now. I think we can take your 
judgment that the statement you have made on the whole reflects 
the best views of yourself and the agencies alike. Would you go 
that far? 

Judge Marts. I think so, yes. There were very few suggestions 
made by any agency that we did not adopt. There were some that we 
thought were not needed or were slightly out of line or beyond the 
scope of the bill, but by iid I arge the suggestions made by the agencies 
have been incorporated in the material which I am submitting to you, 
Mr. Chairman, except for the one from the SEC which I just heard of 
today and I am suggesting that orally. 

Mr. Wiis. I see there are some agency representatives here today. 
We have matters to ti uke up, both executive and otherwise; I take it 
that the other witnesses are local witnesses from Washington. Is 
that correct? 

Judge Maris. There is a representative of the American Bar 
Association here also, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Writs. Is he a local resident? 
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Judge Maris. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Wits. I want to meet your convenience now. Would you 
people necessarily want to amplify the statements which have been 
presented or would you be satisfied if they were accepted? Other- 
wise we would have to hear you later. I certainly want to give you a 
hearing if you want to go beyond the statements that you have 
presented. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. MEEKER, GENERAL COUNSEL, SE- 
CURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


Mr. Merxer. Mr. Chairman, for the SEC all I would say is that 
the changes that Judge Maris has testified to here orally would more 
than meet the comments which the Commission has filed with the 
committee and I would see no purpose, unless the committee has 
questions to : ask of me, of my testifying. I would just request that 
our comments be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Wiuuis. Thank you very much. 

(The SEC memorandum follows:) 


MEMORANDUM OF SECURITIES ise EXCHANGE COMMISSION ON H. R. 6788, 85TH 
CoNGREss, Ist Session, A Britt To AvTHORIZE THE ABBREVIATION OF THE 
RECORD ON THE REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
AGENCIES BY THE CourRTs oF APPEALS, ETC. 


This Commission would be affeeted bv sections 2, 9, 10, 15, 25, 26, and 33 of 
H. R. 6788 and these comments are limited to those sections 

We are in accord with the general objectives of the bill. We believe, however, 
that the bill should be amended so that the exelusive jurisdiction of a cour f 
appeals will not attach to a particular proceeding until the filing of the record 
with the court by the Commission. In this respect the bill would not affect 
proceedings for review of actions of this Commission under the Securities Act of 
1933, where the time the exclusive jurisdiction of the reviewing court attaches is 
not specified. It would affect review of Commission actions under the other laws 
the Commission administers. The Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the Publie 


Ut lity Holding Company Act of 1935, the Investment Company Act of 1940 and 
the Investment Advisers Act of 1940 presently provide that the Court of Appeals 
with whom a petition for review is filed shall have exclusive jurisdiction upon the 


filing of the transcript of the record by the Commission. Chis generally oecurs 
some day the filing of the pr tition. Sections 10, 15, 25, and 26 of the bill 
would amend the court review provisions of those statutes to provide that upon 
the filing of a petition for review the court of appeals would have exclusive juris- 
diction to affirm, modify or set aside the Commission’s order in whole or In part. 
We believe that the word “record’”’ should be substituted for the word “petition” 
in the last sentence of the proposed amendment contained in each of those 
sections, so that there ¥W uld be no acceleration of the date of the exclusive 


jurisidiction of the court of appeals 

We are aware of no advantage to be gained by conferring exclusive jurisdiction 
on the court of appeals before the record is filed in that court, and we believe that 
in some inst unces this (1) might have the effect of depriving a party of the right 
to a rehearing before the Commission; (2) might be construed to deny the Com- 
mission the power to stay its own orders after the filing of a petition ~— review; 
and (3) may be inconsistent with the provisions of section 2 of the bill, which would 
authorize the Commission where a petition has been filed in more than one court 
of appeals to file the record in that court where the Commission believes the pro- 
ceedings might be carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties. 
These possibilities arise from the fact that the proceedings before the Commission 
often involve various persons entitled to seek review. 

(1) Rule XII (e) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice (17 C. F. R. see. 201.12 
(e)), permits the filing of a petition for rehearing within 5 days after entry of the 
order complained of. Under the bill in its present form if one of the parties to 
the proceeding should file a petition for review before another party files a peti- 
tion for rehearing, the Commission may lack jurisdiction to entertain the petition 
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for rehearing for the reason that exclusive jurisdiction to modify or set aside the 
Commission’s order in whole or in part would be vested in the court of appeals. 
This would deprive the Commission of the power to modify its order in light of 
objections or changed circumstances called to its attention by a petition for re- 
hearing or otherwise. Modification of an order, of course, may sometimes elimi- 
nate the basis for further litigation. Moreover, since proceedings before the Com- 
mission frequently involve more than one issue, the Commission may be deprived 
of power to modify its own order with respect to an issue which is not invelved 
in the petition for review. 

(2) Applications to the Commission for stays pending appellate court review 
are frequently made after the issuance of Commission orders. The Commission’s 
familiarity with the case at this stage gives it a peculiar advantage in passing 
upon such applications. Where such applications are presented to an appellate 
court, the court generally has the benefit of the Commission’s prior determination 
on the question of astay. ‘This may no longer be true if the proposed amendment 
is construed to deprive the Commission of jurisdiction in the matter once a peti- 
tion for review has been filed. 

(3) The Federal securities statutes commonly permit court review proceedings 
to be instituted in either the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit or in the court of appeals for the circuit in which the allegedly aggrieved 
person resides or has his principal place of business. See, e. g., section 24 (a) 
of the Publie Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (15 U. S. ¢ «« S6C. 79x(a)). 
The proposed change may create a problem of construction with regard to the 
respective jurisdictions of the various courts of appeals where several petitions 
for review of a single Commission order are filed by various parties in different 
courts. Section 2 of the bill would amend title 28 of the United States Code by 
adding section 2112 (a), which would authorize the Commission to file the record 
in that court where the proceedings could be carried on with the greatest conveni- 
ence to all the parties and would require the other courts to transfer the proceedings 
therein to the particular court in which the record was filed. This appears in- 
consistent with the language of the bill which would give the first court ‘“‘exclusive 
jurisdiction” on the filing of the petition. 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD W. GATCHELL, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


Mr. Gatcuetyt. My name is Willard Gatchell and I am General 
Counsel of the Federal Power Commission. I would say that I en- 
dorse all that Judge Maris has said. We have submitted a report 
which the committee already has, and I think that what Judge Maris 
has stated here today is exactly what should be done in the bill. 

Mr. Wiuus. Thank you. 

Mr. Garcuety. We have no desire to be heard further. 

Mr. Wiuuis. Do vou have a prepared statement? 

Mr. GatcHety, Only the Commission’s report. 

(The FPC report follows: ) 


FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION REporRT ON H. R. 6788, 85rH CoNnaress, A Bru 
To AUTHORIZE THE ABBREVIATION OF THE RECORD ON THE REVIEW OR EN- 
FORCEMENT OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES BY THE CoURTS OF 
APPEALS AND THE REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF SUCH ORDERS ON THE ORIGINAL 
PAPERS AND To Maker UNIFORM THE LAW RELATING TO THE RECORD ON 
REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF SUCH ORDERS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


Section 2 of this bill, which is drafted as an amendment to the United States 
Code (U. 5. C.), would authorize the courts of appeals (with the approval of the 
Judicial Conference of the United States) to adopt rules preseribing “the time 
and manner of filing and the contents of the record’’ on review of orders of ad- 
ministrative agencies, including the Federal Power Commission; empower the 
agencies, when petitions for review of the same order are filed in two or more 
courts, to select the court in which the record shall be filed and the proceeding 
heard and decided; authorize abbreviation of the record by court rule, or stipula- 
tion of all parties, or by court order; permit transmittal of certified lists of ma- 
terials comprising the record or certified true copies in lieu of originals, and provide 
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for the holding of the originals by the agencies and the ultimate return to such 
agencies of any originals or copies which may have been filed. 

Sections 16 and 19 would respectively amend the review sections of the Federal 
Power Act and Natural Gas Act! to provide expressly that until the filing of the 
record in a court of appeals the Federal Power Commission can modify or set 
aside any order “in such manner as it shall deem proper.”’ 

Other sections of the act relating mostly to review provisions of statutes ad- 
ministered by other agencies will not be reported on herein. 

In general this Commission is in sympathy with the apparent objectives of 
sections 2, 16, and 19 of the bill. However, it is not convinced of the necessity 
for express statutory authority as carried in those sections of the bill. In any 
event, the Commission believes that they should not be enacted unless certain 
of their provisions are amended. Our specific comments follow, in the order of 
the provisions to which they relate: 

Page 2, lines 1-5: The bill should be redrafted as an amendment to an existing 
statute (or as a new statute), not as an amendment to the United States Code. 
The code is mere ly e vidence of the statutes. 

Page 2, lines 6-8: The advisability of making this part of the rulemaking 
power of the several courts of appeals dependent upon approval of the Judicial 
Conference, which is an extra-judicial advisory body, seems questionable 

Page 2, lines 8, 9, and 14: The bill should not authorize court rulemaking on 
(1) “time * * * of filing,’ (2) “manner of filing,’ and (3) “contents of,” the 
record, where existing statutory law covers 1 or 2 but not all 3 of those matters, 
for that would authorize court rules to supersede existing statutes which cover 1 
or 2 but not all 3 topies. The need for clarification in this regard would seem 
to be indicated. 

Page 2, line 20: The bill would require ‘“‘the record”? (which would mean the 
original and full record) to be certified and filed or held for the court of ap = 
Some clarification of this particular language would seem to be necessary in order 
to eliminate any possible conflict with the provisions giving the courts newer to 
prescribe rules on the same subject (p. 2, lines 6-14), particularly the provision 
for rules authorizing the filing of a certified list describing the materials com- 
prising the record in lieu of filing the a itself (p. 2, lines 14-20), and also 
with the provision (p. 4, line 22, to p. 5, line 13) permitting true copies of the 


whole « earn or Neto is to be filed in liew of the original pap rs. This hould be 
ceeded} yy permitting the agency to file in court only lists of the papers and 
documents ec ymprising the record athe r than either the original or a copy 

The Commission believes that it is particularly desirable that legisiation on 
this subject facilitate the shortening of the record by agreement as provided in 
section 2 (c) of this bill (p. 3, line 24, to p. 4, line 8). In this connection the 


Commission believes that it would be desirable to further provide, where any 
question of the sufficiency of the evidence to support the findings or order is 
raised, that the party raising the question must bear the burden and expense of 
printing the record for the court except insofar as opposed parties are willing and 
able to agree to abbreviation of the portions to be printed 

With respect to sections 16 and 19 of the bill (relating to the Federal Power 


Act and the Natural Gas Act), it is the Commission’s view that thev are unneces- 





sary and that their omission (and the omission of any corresponding provisions 
in other sections relating to other court-review statutes which may be no more 
necessary) would greatly simplify the bill. With specifie reference to thes¢ 
sections it is promumnad nal the purported grant of power to this Commission 
to modify or set aside any finding or order ‘in such manner as it shall deem 
prope r’’ is inte nied to be tied in with the other pre visions of those statutes. 


) 
Consequently, on page 17, line 5, and page 18, line 21, the w rds “funder the 
pro\y isions of this Act,”’ should be inserted after the words ‘“‘in part, sa The word 
“find” on page 17, line 5, should be ame nded to read “‘finding”’ 

However, legislation on this subject may not be necessary at this time because 
the entire matter can be handled adequately by court rules. For example, a 
number of the courts (CA 2d, 3d, 4th, 5th, 10th, and the District of Columbia 
circuit) have promulgated rules to facilitate the filing of ageney records for 
review. There could readily be opportunity for further experimentation, which 
is possible under the statutes as they now stand, but in any event the present 
degree of flexibility in such matters should be preserved. 

FEDERAL PowrER COMMISSION, 
By Jerome K. KuykKENDALL, Chairman. 


1 These sections, unlike sec. 2 of the bill, are drafted as amendments to the statutes, not the United States 
Code. 
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STATEMENT OF RAOUL BERGER, ESQ., CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE 
ON JUDICIAL REVIEW, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW SECTION, AMERI- 
CAN BAR ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Bereur. My name is Raoul Berger. I am here on behalf of 
the American bar association. 1 merely want to direct your atten- 
tion to the action taken by the bar association which is reported in 
volume 43 of the American Bar Association Journal, 334. 

Mr. Wixuis. Would you care to file a statement? 

Mr. Beresr. I do not believe that is necessary. I may say that 
Judge Maris has very generously and fairly summarized the views of 
the association. He has accepted some. He was not sure that he 
could see his way to accept others. He is quite right in saying that 
vour bill does have in its major principles the endorsement of the 
association, 

Mr. Wiuurs. Thank you. 


4 . 
Anvone else? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. FREEHLING, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FEDERAL COAL MINE BOARD OF REVIEW 


Mr. Frenuuina. My name is Robert J. Freehling, General Counsel 
of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review. 1 was not listed as 
fh witness but J am here prepared to answer any questions. Judge 
Maris has suggested that the act be amended so that reference to our 
agency is deleted from the act. We have no further statement. 

Mr. Winuts. Anyone else? 

This will conclude the hearings on this proposal. Let me say that 
we are very grateful for the coordinated work of all the agencies of the 
Government, the judicial branch and the American Bar Association. 
I think we have as much evidence in the record as we need and I think 
we can move forward. 

Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 3:25 p. m., the subcommittee proceeded to the con- 
sideration of other business.) 

The following information was submitted:) 

Aprit 5, 1957. 
Hon. Sam Rayrurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washin Oe. 


DeaR Mr. SPEAKER: On behalf of the Judicial Conference of the United States, 


I transmit herewith for the consideration of the Congress a draft of a bill concern- 
ing the record on review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by 
the courts of appeals. 

nm 


‘he purpose of the proposed legislation is to promote economy in and to facili- 
tate the review by the courts of appeals of orders of administrative agencies sub- 
ject to review by the courts of appeals. It would permit the agencies pursuant 
to rules adopted by the several courts of appeals, with the approval of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, to send to the court an abbreviated record where 
the whole record is not necessary and authorize the use of the original papers in 
lieu of a transcript, the papers to be returned to the agency upon the completion 
of review proceedings and to permit the ageney to file in the court a certified list 
of the materials comprising the record and retain or hold for the court all such 
naterials transmitting the same or any part thereof to the court when and as 
required by the court. 

The bill is the product of approximately 4 years’ work by the Judicial Conference 
Committee on the Revision of the Laws, of which Circuit Judge Albert B. Maris 
of the Third Circuit is chairman, during the course of which affected agencies 
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have been consulted and views of the judges through the country solicited and 
considered. The Judicial Conference of the United States has approved the pro- 
posed legislation upon consideration of the report and recommendation of its 
committee. 

The bill would add to chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code dealing 
with miscellaneous provisions concerning judicial review, a new section, 2112, 
dealing with the record on review and enforcement by the courts of appeals of 
orders of administrative agencies. Among the principal provisions of the new 
section are the following: 

Power would be given to the several courts of appeals to adopt, with the 
approval of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules governing the time, 
manner of filing, and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the 
courts of appeals to review or enforce orders of administrative agencies in which 
the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe these matters. The rules 
could authorize the agency to file in the court a certified list of the materials 
comprising the record and retain or hold for the court the materials transmitting 
all or parts thereof to the court as required. It would provide that if proceedings 
have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals with respect to the same 
order, the agency concerned shall file the record in that one of those courts “‘in 
which in its judgment the proceedings may be carried on with the greatest con- 
venience to all the parties involved.’’ 

The bill would provide that the record to be filed in the court of appeals should 
consist of the order in question, the findings or report upon which it was based, 
and pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency concerned, or such 
portions thereof as the rules of the court of appeals might require to be included, 
the agency or any party to the case might consistently with the rules of the court 
designate, or the court upon motion of a party, or, after a prehearing conference, 
upon its own motion might by order designate to be included. It might be 
provided in an appropriate case by stipulation or order that no record need be filed 
in the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact was 
questioned, all of the evidence should be included except such as by stipulation 
filed with the agency or in the court the parties concerned might agree to omit as 
immaterial to the questidhed finding. The agency involved might at its option, if 
the rules of the court of appeals in which the proceeding was pending did not 
require the printing of the entire record, file in the court the entire record without 
abbreviation. 

This is in accordance with the pattern of a late congressional enactment on the 
subject, the act of December 29, 1950, relating to the review of orders of the 
Federal Communications Commission, and takes it out of the power of administra- 
tive agencies which they have under some present provisions to retard the gaining 
of full jurisdiction by the court of appeals by delaying the filing of the record 
Various other perfecting amendments of existing statutes are included in the bill. 

It is believed that the bill if enacted will simplify the procedure for the review or 
enforcement by the courts of appeals of orders of administrative agencies, will be 
conducive to economy and expedition in the proceedings and in their determina- 
tion and will therefore be in the interest of the litigants and the public. It is 
accordingly hoped that the bill may be favorably considered by the Congress and 
in due course be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D..C., June 3, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Re presentatives, Wash ’ yton., D. 7 

DeaAR CHAIRMAN CELLER: Your letter of May 16, 1957, requesting an expres- 
sion of views on a bill (H. R. 6788) introduced by you to authorize the abbreviation 
of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies 
by the court of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the 
original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or 
enforcement of such orders, and for other purposes, has been referred to our 
committee on legislation. After consideration by that committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf: 

The purpose of H. R. 6788 is clearly stated in its title as quoted above. Except 
for an occasional case arising under section 11 of the Clayton Antitrust Act 
(15 U.S. C. 21), this bill would not affect the review of orders of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. The majority of the orders of this Commission art 
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issued under the Interstate Commerce Act, and, under the provisions of section 
1336, title 28, of the United States Code, are reviewable by three-judge United 
States district courts instead of by United States courts of appeal as in the case 
of orders of many of the other administrative agencies. 

It is noted that section 2 of the bill would provide, among other things, that 
where proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeal with 
respect to the same order of the administrative agency, the agency concerned 
shall file the record in that one of such courts in which, in its judgment, the 
proceedings may be carried on with the greatest convenience to all of the parties 
involved. This section would further provide that the other courts in which such 
proceedings are pending shall thereupon transfer them to the court of appeals in 
which the record has been filed by the agency concerned. 

While we wholeheartedly favor having such multiple actions determined by a 
single court, we do not believe that it would be desirable, in such cases, for the 
defendant agency to have the privilege and duty of determining in which court 
actions against it shall be determined. It would seem preferable that some 
arrangement be devised whereby such a determination shall be made by the 
judiciary. 

Subject to the foregoing reservation, we believe that enactment of H. R. 6788 
would be desirable. 

Respectfully submitted. 

OweEN CLARKE, Chairman, 
ANTHONY ARPAIA, 
{0BERT W. MINOR, 

Committee on Legislation, 


FrepERAL Coat MINE SAFEetTy BoArRpD oFr REVIEW, 
Washington, D. C., June 4, 1987. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cevuer: Reference your letter dated May 16, 1957, relating to 
H. R, 6788, the Board has requested that I inform you as to its views on this 
proposed legislation. 

The Board fully agrees with the general purposes of the bill, that is, to reduce 
the costs and simplify the procedures in connection with appellate review. How- 
ever, for the reasons indicated below, the Board seriously questions the language 
of the provisions applicable to this agency. 

As vou will recall, the Board is a completely independent agency created by 
title If of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act (66 Stat. 692, et seq.). Its sole duty 
is quasi-judicial in nature, namely, to hear and determine applications filed with 
it by coal-mine operators seeking annulment or revision of, and temporary relief 
from, orders issued by inspectors or the Director of the United States Bureau of 
Mines, under the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act. The immediate parties to the 
adversary proceeding before the Board are the coal-mine operator who files the 
application and the Director of the United States Bureau of Mines. Either the 
operator or the Director can appeal directly from a Board order to the United 
States court of appeals for the circuit in whicn the mine affected is located, and 
then to the Supreme Court of the United States. The Board itself is not a party 
to, nor does it participate in any manner in, the appellate proceeding. 

Functionally, the Board is thus closely analogous to United States district 
court judges who, like the Board, are not parties to appeals from their own 
decisions. The Board is unlike most, if not all, the other agencies subject to 
H. R. 6788, such as the National Labor Relations Board, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, and the Subversive Activities Control Board, which themselves participate 
in the appeals for review or enforcement of their own decisions and orders. 

As to the record to be filed on appeal from a Board order, section 208 (b) of the 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Act (66 Stat. 702) now reads as follows: 

““(b) The party making such appeal shall forthwith send a copy of such notice 
of appeal, by registered mail, to the other party and to the Board. Upon receipt 
of such copy of a notice of appeal the Board shall promptly certify and file in 
such court a complete transcript of the record upon which the order complained 
of was made. The costs of such transcript shall be paid by the party making 
the appeal.”’ 

Section 32 of H. R. 6788 would amend the second and third sentences of section 
208 (b) to read as follows: ‘‘Upon receipt of such copy of a notice of appeal the 
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Board shall file in such court the record upon which the order complained of was 
made, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. The costs of 
certifying and filing such record shall be paid by the party making such appeal.”’ 

Section 2112 of title 28, United States Code, referred to above, is added by 
section 2 of H. R. 6788 and provides among other things: 

(b) The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall con- 
sist of the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report upen 
which it is based, and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, 
board, commission, or officer concerned, or such portions thereof (1) as the said 
rules of the court of appeals may require to be included therein, or (2) as the 
agency, board, commission, or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or 
respondent in enforcement, 2s the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission, or 
officer concerned or in the court in any such proceeding may consistently with 
the rules of such court designate to be included therein, or (3) as the court upon 
motion of a party or, after a prehearing conference, upon its own motion may by 
order in any such proceeding designate to be included therein. Such a stipula- 
tion or order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed in 
the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact by the 
agency, board, commission, or officer is in question all of the evidence before the 
agency, board, commission, or officer shall be included in the record except such 
as the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned, the petitioner for review 
or respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission, or 
officer concerned or in the court agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the ques 
tioned finding. If there is omitted from the record any portion of the proceedings 
before the agency, board, commission, or officer which the court subsequently 
determines to be necessary for it to consider to enable it to review or enforce the 
order in question the court may direct that such additional portion of the pro- 
ceedings be filed as a supplement to the record. If the rules of the court of ap- 
peals in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire 
record in that court the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned may, at 
its option and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, file 
in the court the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation.” 

The above language in section 2112, while not completely clear in its application 
to this agency, appears to imply that the Board would be required to participate 
in determining the scope or nature of the record to be filled on appeal. Such 
activity would, of course, directly conflict with the statutory position and func- 
tions of this agency. The Board, as already mentioned, is not a party to the ap- 
pellate proceeding and, like United States district court judges. should not there- 
fore be required to determine the record to be filed on appeal from its own order. 
Although a determination of the appellate court record may be consistent with 
the statutory duties of other agencies covered by H. R. 6788, it is wholly incon- 
sistent with the status and functions of this Board under the Federal Coal Mine 
Safety Act. 

It is also significant that section 32 of H. R. 6788 wonld amend the time within 
which the Board must file the record in the appellate court. As section 208 (b) 
of our act now reads, the Board must certify and file the complete transcript of 
record “‘promptly”’ upon receipt of notice of appeal. However, under section 32 
of H. R. 6788, the word “promptly” would be deleted and the time for filing would 
be determined, as provided in the proposed section 2112 (a) of title 28, United 
States Code, by the rules of the several courts of appeal. 

Needless to say, Congress emphasized the need for promptness in the Board’s 
filing of the record on appeal (as well as in other Board actions) to assist in effec- 
tuating the basic purpose of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, that is, the pre- 
vention of major coal-mine disasters. While the provisions of H. R. 6788 might 
not prevent expeditious action by the Board, the specific mandate in the present 
law would have been deleted and, to that extent, the congressional purpose might 
be impaired. 

The Board has considered whether any limited changes in the language of H. R. 
6788 could be suggested, which would adequately resolve the problems discussed 
above. However, the core of this bill is set forth in the proposed section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code; and that section appears to be broadly framed with 
reference to agencies differing in status from this Board. Therefore, rather 
extensive recasting would seem to be required. 

In any event, it appears doubtful that the present operation of section 208 (b) 
of our act requires amendment in order to achieve the results sought by the pro- 
posed legislation. For example, there is little possibility that an appeal from a 
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Board order would be filed in more than one appellate court, because section 208 
(a) of the present act expressly limits ‘judicial review” to “the United States 
court of appeals for the circuit in which the mine affected is located.’”’ As to 
excessive financial burdens on the parties, the cost of certifying the complete 
transcript of Board records has been so insignificant in each case appealed to date, 
that no charges have been assessed by the Board for this service. As to the bur- 
den on the courts, the size of Board records has been relatively small compared 
with those of other agencies, so that few, if any, storage difficulties have arisen in 
this regard. Moreover, under such existing rules as those in the Court of Appeals 
for the Fourth Circuit, the Board has recently filed merely a certified list of the 
materials in the record. And the abbreviation of the actual portions of the record 
considered by the court has likewise been accomplished under present court rules. 

In view of the foregoing, you may wish to consider excepting this Board from 
the application of H. R. 6788. This result could be accomplished simply by 
deleting section 32 of the proposed bill. 

The Board hopes that the above comments may prove of value to you. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
RoBertT J. FREEHLING, 
General Counsel. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in reply to your letter of May 16, 
requesting the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 6788, 85th Congress, 
Ist session. We recommend the enactment of the bill provided that it is amended 
as herein suggested. 

The main purpose of the bill is to authorize administrative agencies to abbrevi- 
ate the administrative records to be reviewed in courts of appeals. We believe, 
on the basis of our experience, that generally it is more practicable to certify to 
the court the entire administrative record in a case. Unless a substantial portion 
of the administrative record can be omitted, e. g., a large block of pages in sequence 
from the transcript of the evidence, an attempt to abbreviate the record is wasteful 
of effort and productive only of relatively inconsequential results. Also in some 
cases the relevancy of substantial parts of the record cannot be known until the 
appellant’s brief has been filed on appeal, setting forth the appellant’s points or 
questions on which judicial review is sought. Haggling by the parties with 
respect to the material to be included in the record, on appeal, may result in the 
need for extension of time, for filing the record, and resultant delays in the enforce- 
ment of the agency’s order. In view of these circumstances, we believe that an 
agency and the interested parties should be permitted to stipulate with respect 
to an abbreviated record on appeal, but that the administrative agency should 
have the unqualified right to file the entire record in a proceeding if the agency 
deems that action to be appropriate. 

Our views with respect to the provisions for an abbreviature of the record are 
consonant with the recommendations and report of the Conference on Administra- 
tive Procedure called by President Eisenhower on April 29, 19538. The Conference 
recommended that legislation be adopted authorizing the filing of an abbreviated 
record by an agency “unless such agency in its sole diseretion elects to file the 
entire record * * *.’’ Recommendation A—2. The Conference further stated, 
at page 50 of its report, that ‘“‘[a]lthough perhaps not strictly necessary, paragraph 
(a) of the recommendation, giving the agency the option of filing the entire record, 
is designed to make it clear beyond any doubt that no abbreviation will be required 
where the effort and expense involved in segregating those parts not necessary 
to be filed from the rest of the record is disproportionate to the benefits gained 
by a shortened record, or where, for any other reason, the agency considers it 
undesirable to abbreviate the record.” 

The bill provides that if the correctness of a finding of fact is in question, all of 
the evidence shall be included in the record unless the parties stipulate for the 
omission of certain evidence. However, we have had experience with a number 
of cases involving statutory construction where the issues had their rootage in 
extensive testimony, e. g., Grant v. Benson (229 F. 2d 765 (C. A. D. C.), certiorari 
denied, 350 U. S. 1015) and in such cases, as well as those involving evidentiary 
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issues, we believe that it is essential that the agency have the right to certify 
the entire record. ' 

The bill further provides on page 4, lines 15-21, that “If the rules of the court 
of appeals in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the 
entire record in that court the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned 
may, at its option and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, 
file in the court the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation.” 
We recommend that the qualifying words, “If the rules of the court of appeals in 
which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire record in 
that court’”’, be deleted. The courts do not require the printing of the entire 
record and, therefore, we do not believe that the qualifying language serves any 
useful purpose. Also, inasmuch as the judiciary is in favor of reducing the size 
of administrative records, there would seem to be no basis for a rule requiring the 
printing of the entire record. The relevant or material parts of the record, as 
selected or designated by the parties, are printed on appeal, but the rules are 
somewhat different with respect to the procedure to be followed in arriving at 
that result. 

If the bill is amended to permit the agency, without qualification, to file the 
entire administrative record, we recommend the enactment of section 2 of the bill 
providing for abbreviated records, and, also, section 6 of the bill relating to the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, section 7 of the bill relating to the Commodity 
Exchange Act, section 20 (b) of the bill relating to the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetie Act, section 24 of the bill relating to the Federal Seed Act, section 28 
of the bill relating to the Sugar Act of 1948, and section 31 of the bill relating to 
the act of December 29, 1950. 

Our further recommendations relate to clarifying amendments. 

We suggest that the word ‘‘uniform’’ be inserted just prior to the word ‘‘rules’’ 
on page 2, line 8, of the bill and that the words “‘applicable in all courts of appeals” 
be inserted after the word “rules”. The preamble to the bill states that its pur- 
pose is to make ‘‘uniform”’ the law relating to the record on review or enforcement 
of administrative orders and, therefore, we believe that the bill should make it 
plain that the rules are to be “‘uniform”’. 

We recommend that a comma be inserted after the word “shall” on page 3, 
line 1, of the bill and that the following phrase be inserted: “irrespective of any 
other applicable statutory provisions,’’. In view of the first sentence in para- 
graph (a) on page 2, i. e., that the courts of appeals shall have power to prescribe 
the time and manner of filing and the contents of the record where the ‘‘applicable 
statute does not specifically prescribe such time or manner of filing or contents of 
the record’’, we are not sure, under the present language of the bill, whether the 
provisions for transferring the proceedings to a single court where two or more 
actions are instituted in different courts of appeals would apply where the appli- 
cable statute contains some provisions in this respect. Our recommendation is 
designed to obviate that uncertainty. 

We recommend that the word “or’’ on page 3, lines 13 and 20, be changed to 
“and’’. We believe that the material in subsections (1), (2), and (3) on page 3 
of the bill would all be included in the record on appeal, and, therefore, subsections 
(1), (2), and (3) should not be in the disjunctive. 

We recommend that the word ‘‘stipulation’’ on page 3, lines 16 and 17, be 
changed to ‘‘designation’’. Otherwise, if the rules of the court do not “‘require’’ 
that certain material be included in the record, and if all of the parties do not 
stipulate with respect to the inclusion of certain material, it would require a motion 
in court to include the matter in the record, unless, of course, the material happened 
to be included within the category of material which could be designated irre- 
spective of the provisions of subsections (1), (2), and (3) of section 2 (b) of the bill. 
If this change is adopted, then we recommend that the sentence beginning on page 
3, line 23, be amended to provide that “‘Such an order, or a stipulation by the 
agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or 
respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding filed with the agency, board, commission or officer concerned or in 
the court in any such proceeding may provide in an appropriate case that no 
record need be filed in the court of appeals.” 

We recommend that the word ‘‘necessary’”’ on page 4, line 11, of the bill be 
changed to “desirable” or ‘“‘appropriate”’ so that the court will not be unduly re- 
stricted in permitting additional portions of the record to be certified. 

We recommend that ‘‘Subsections (b) and (c)”’ on page 9, line 16, of the bill be 
ehanged to “Subsections (b), (c), and (d)’’, and that the following paragraph be 
inserted after line 8 on page 10: 
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““(d) The evidence so taken or admitted, and filed as aforesaid as a part of the 
record, shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the case. The proceed- 
ings in such eases in the court of appeals shall be made a preferred cause and shall 
be expedited in every way.” 

The purpose of this recommendation is to eliminate, in paragraph (d) of section 
204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, the reference to the record being “duly 
certified * * * as aforesaid,’’ inasmuch as H. R. 6788 would eliminate the prior 
reference in the act to the certification of the record. 

We recommend that the words ‘‘third sentence’’ ompage 10, line 20, of the bill 
be changed to ‘“‘third and fourth sentences,” that the word “is” on page 10, line 
21, be changed to ‘“‘are’’, and that the following sentence be inserted following the 
sentence ending on page 11, line 3: ‘‘The testimony and evidence taken or sub- 
mitted before the said commission, duly filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, 
shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the case.’”’ The purpose of 
this recommendation is to eliminate the words “duly certified * * * as afore- 
said’”’ from the fourth sentence of section 6 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, 
inasmuch as H. R. 6788 would eliminate the prior reference in the act to the cer- 
tification of the record. 

We recommend that the phrase ‘‘the weight of evidence, shall in like manner 
be conclusive’ on page 11, line 15, of the bill be changed to the terminology ap- 
pearing on page 8, lines 12-15, i. e., “substantial evidence, determined as pro- 
vided in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like manner 
be conclusive.”’ We believe that the original phrase ‘‘the weight of evidence” 
was intended by Congress to mean the ‘“‘substantial weight of evidence”’ rather 
than the ‘‘greater weight of evidence.”” The United States Court of Appeals for 
the Seventh Circuit has applied the phrase ‘‘the weight of evidence’’ substantially 
the same as the familiar substantial evidence test. See Great Western Food Dis- 
tributors v. Brannan (201 F. 2d 476, 479-480, certiorari denied, 345 U. 8. 997). 
The court held that it ‘‘would seem, then, that the function of this court is some- 
thing other than that of mechanically reweighing the evidence to ascertain in which 
direction it preponderates; it is rather to review the record with the purpose of 
determining whether the finder of the fact was justified, i. e., acted reasonably, 
in concluding that the evidence, including the demeanor of the witnesses, the 
reasonable inferences drawn therefrom and other pertinent circumstances, sup- 
ported his findings” (ibid.). Although we do not believe that this clarifying 
amendment is essential, we believe that inasmuch as this section is to be amended 
in other respects, it would be appropriate to enact this proposed amendment at 
the same time. Also, the phrase “the weight of the evidence” in the seventh 
sentence of section 6 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1091) should 
be amended in the same manner. 

We recommend that the words ‘‘second and third’’ on page 22, line 13, of the 
bill be changed to “‘second, third, and fourth,’”’ and that the following paragraph 
be inserted on page 23, following line 4, of the bill: 

“The evidence so taken or admitted, and filed as aforesaid as a part of the 
record, shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the case. The pro- 
ceedings in such cases in the court of appeals shall be made a preferred cause 
and shall be expedited in every way.” 

The purpose of this recommendation is to eliminate the words “duly certi- 
fied * * * as aforesaid’’ from the fourth paragraph of section 410 of the Federal 
Seed Act, inasmuch as H. R. 6788 would eliminate the prior reference in the act 
to the certification of the record. 

We believe that the enactment of the bill would not require any additional 
appropriation. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
EK. T. Benson, Secretary. 


FEDERAL MARITIME Boarp, 
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1957. 

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. CHartrRMAN: This letter is in reply to your request of May 16, 1957, 
for the views of the Federal Maritime Board with respect to H. R. 6788, a bill to 
authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of 
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administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of 
such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the 
record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for other purposes. 

The bill would amend chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code by 
adding a new section 2112, which would govern the time and manner of filing, and 
the contents of, the record to be filed in United States courts of appeals, and the 
venue of such courts, in proceedings instituted in such courts to review or enforce 
orders of United States agencies, boards, commissions, and officers. The bill 
would also amend statutes conferring jurisdiction on such courts to review and 
enforce such orders to make the time of filing the petition to review or enforce the 
order the uniform time for the attaching of jurisdiction. Under some such 
statutes, jurisdiction does not now attach until the record is filed. 

The new section 2112 (which the bill would add to title 28 of the United States 
Code) would provide that the record to be filed in courts of appeals in proceedings 
to review or enforce orders of United States agencies, boards, commissions or 
officers shall consist of 

(a) The contents prescribed by the statute conferring jurisdiction on 
courts of appeals to review or enforce the order if such statute prescribes such 
contents; or 

(b) The order to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report upon which 
it is based, and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, 
board, commission or officer, if (1) the statute conferring jurisdiction does 
not prescribe the contents of the record, and (2) the rules of the courts of 
appeals with venue do not require the printing of the entire record to be 
filed, and (3) the agency, board, commission, or officer elects to file all of the 
foregoing; or 

(c) If the agency, board, commission, or officer is not eligible under (b) 
above to elect, or does not elect, to file all of the material there specified, 
such portions thereof as (1) the rules of the court of appeals with venue 
require, or (2) the parties by written stipulation, consistent with such rules, 
designate, or (3) the court upon motion of any party, or on its own motion, 
designates, but if the correctness of a finding of fact is in question, all the 
evidence shall be included except such portion thereof as the parties agree to 
omit. 

The bill would authorize the courts of appeals, with the approval of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, to make rules, not inconsistent with the foregoing 
provisions, with respect to the content of the record to be filed, and with respect 
to the time and manner of filing the record if the statute conferring jurisdiction 
does not prescribe the time and manner of filing. Since the foregoing provisions 
authorize the parties to abbreviate the record by stipulation consistent with the 
rules of the court, and authorize the court by order to designate the contents 
of the record, the possible area for the operation of such rules with respect to the 
contents of the record appear to be to limit abbreviation of the record by the parties 
and to state the limits within which the court would require abbreviation if the 
agency, board, commission or officer is not eligible to elect, or does not elect, to 
file the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

The new section would further provide that the agency, board, commission, or 
officer may transmit to the court of appeals either the original papers comprising 
the record to be filed or certified true copies of such papers. The apparent 
purpose of this provision is to authorize the agency, board, commission, or officer 
to file the original papers in those circumstances in which it considers that the 
expense of preparing copies would be unjustified. It is evidently intended, 
nevertheless, that if the bill is enacted the Judicial Conference of the United 
States might approve rules of court which might under some circumstances 
require the printing of the entire record to be filed, because subsection (b) of the 
new section provides that, if the rules of court require the printing of the entire 
record to be filed, the agency, board, commission, or officer shall not have the 
option of filing the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

Sections 29 and 30 of the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended (46 U. 5. C. 828-829), 
make orders issued by the Federal Maritime Board under that act enforceable in 
the United States district courts. The bill, therefore, would not apply to pro- 
ceedings to enforce such orders. 

Public Law 901, 8ist Congress (the act of December 29, 1950, 64 Stat. 1129) 
(5 U. 8. C. 1031-1042), however, confers on the United States courts of appeals 
jurisidiction to review orders issued by the Federal Maritime Board under the 
Shipping Act, 1916, and provides (sec. 6) that the record to be filed in the court 
of appeals in such proceedings shall consist of the pleadings, evidence, and pro- 
ceedings before the agency or such portions thereof as the rules of court require or 
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such portions as the parties, with the approval of the court of appeals, agree upon 
in writing. 

The bill would amend section 6 of Public Law 901 to provide that the record 
to be filed shall be the record provided for in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. This amendment would change existing statutory law in the following 
respect: (1) It would require that all of the evidence be included in the record if 
the correctness of a finding of fact is in question; and (2) it would give the Board 
the option of filing the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbrevia- 
tion in those cases in which the rules of court do not #equire the printing of the 
entire record to be filed. 

The bill would amend section 611 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended 
which provides that, if an operating-differential subsidy contractor believes that 
the United States has without just cause defaulted upon, or cancelled, his operat- 
ing-differential subsidy contract, he may apply to the Maritime Commission, 
setting forth his contentions, for permission to transfer his vessels to foreign 
registry, and if the Commission, after hearing, finds affirmatively on the issue, 
it shall grant the application, but otherwise deny it. Section 611 further pro- 
vides that, if the application is denied, the contractor may obtain a review of 
the order of denial in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia by filing in that court a written petition, a copy of which shall be served 
upon any member of the Commission, or upon any officer thereof designated for 
that purpose, and the Commission shall thereupon file in the court a transcript 
of the record upon which the order was entered and upon such filing the court 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to determine whether such cancellation or de- 
fault was without just cause and to affirm or set aside such order. 

Section 17 of the bill would amend this section 611 of the 1936 act to provide 
that a copy of the petition for review shall be served on a member of the Board 
rather than on a member of the Commission, that the record provided for in 
section 2112 of title 28 of the United States Code shall be filed in the court rather 
than a transcript of the record upon which the order was entered, and that the 
jurisdiction of the court shall attach when the petition for review is filed rather 
than when the record is filed. 

Reorganization Plan No. 21 of 1950 abolished the Maritime Commission, created 
the Federal Maritime Board, and divided between the Federal Maritime Board 
and the Secretary of Commerce the functions the Maritime Commission had under 
various statutes. Under the plan, the functions under section 611 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, would be exercised in some cases by the Federal Maritime Board 
and in others by the Secretary of Commerce. Under section 905 (e) of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (Public Law 586, 82d Cong.;:; 66 Stat. 
760), the word ‘‘Commission,” as used in the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, means 
the Federal Maritime Board or the Secretary of Commerce, as the context may 
require to conform to Reorganization Plan 21 of 1950. Section 17 should be 
amended to let this definition operate properly under Reorganization Plan No. 21. 
This can be accomplished simply by restoring in section 17 of the bill the word 
‘“‘Commission”’ in place of the word ‘‘Board’’ wherever it appears in the section. 

The bill would provide for abbreviated records to be filed in courts of appeals 
in proceedings in those courts to review or enforce orders of agencies, boards, 
commissions, or officers of the United States and for review or enforcement of such 
orders on the basis of the original papers, and would make the time of the filing of 
the petition for review the time for the attaching of the court’s jurisdiction. 

If section 17 of the bill is amended as suggested, the Federal Maritime Board 
would have no objettion to enactment of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE G. Morss, Chairman. 


JUNE 6, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 


Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CoNGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in further reply to your letter of May 16, 
1957, acknowledged May 22, 1957, requesting our comment on H. R. 6788, a bill 
to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders 
of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement 
of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the 
record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for other purposes. 
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The Board believes that the preparation and filing of the complete transcript 
of the record of the administrative proceeding often involves needless work and 
expense and sometimes serves to delay the review proceeding. Accordingly, the 
Board looks with favor upon any proposal which will serve to eliminate these 
burdens and delays. While we note that many of the changes suggested by the 
bill have already ‘been incorporated into the existing rules of the various circuit 
courts of appeals, these rules would appear to be applicable only to the extent 
that an underlying statutory provision will permit. Legislation along the lines 
of H. R. 6788 will provide the necessary statutory authority and further will 
provide for various contingencies not covered by the existing rules. 

H. R. 6788 has been examined from the standpoint of its relation to review 
proceedings involving Civil Aeronautics Board orders, and in general we endorse 
the objectives and provisions of the bill. However, we have one change to suggest. 
While the Board favors a procedure which permits the filing of an abbreviated 
record either by stipulation or by court order, we recommend that the bill be 
amended so as to permit an administrative agency, when it believes it advisable, 
to file a complete record. Since the burden and expense of preparing and filing 
the record customarily is placed on the agency, it is believed that it should be left 
to agency option whether a complete record should be filed with the reviewing 
court, whether negotiations should be entered into looking toward a stipulated 
record, or whether an order should be sought from the court for leave to file less 
than the full record. Experience indicates that, in many of the Board’s cases, 
greater time and effort may be required on the part of all concerned in attempting 
to determine the content of an abbreviated record than would be expended in 
the present procedure of certifying the entire transcript. Further, negotiation 
or other procedures looking toward an abbreviated record could be used for 
purposes of delay. The agency’s own interest in eliminating needless work and 
expense will serve to insure that stipulations will be entered into whenever feasible, 
or application made to the reviewing court for leave to file less than the complete 
record in an appropriate case. 

Accordingly, the Board recommends that the sentence beginning on line 15, 
page 4 of H. R. 6788, and ending on line 21, page 4, be stricken and the following 
substituted: “The agency, board, commission, or officer concerned shall have an 
option without regard to the foreg going provisions of this subsection, to file in the 
court in which a proceeding is pending the entire record of the proceedings before 
it without abbreviation.” 

Subject to the above recommendation for emendment, the Board endorses the 
enactment of H. R. 6788. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
James R. Durrer, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL PARE, 
Washington, June 7, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMAN: This letter is in response to your request of May 16, 
1957, for a report on H. R. 6788, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record 
on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts 
of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of 
such orders, and for other purposes. 

The provisions of the bill are entirely of a technical legal character and, except 
for several technical changes not pertinent to this Department, are the same as 
the provisions of H. R. 6682, 84th Congress, on which bill this Department re- 
ported to your committee last year. Our comments on the present bill are there- 
fore the same as our comments on the earlier bill, except for necessary changes in 
section, page, and line references and except for drawing attention to an omission 
in the nature of a typographical error. These changes are set forth in a revision 
sheet attached to the enclosed copy of our last year’s comments. 

Subject to the committee’s consideration of the suggestions made in the enclosed 
memorandum, we would have no objection to enactment of the bill. 
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ev.uiotr L. RiIcHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 
Enclosures. 


JuLy 11, 1956. 


COMMENTS ON H. R. 6682, a Buu To AuTHORIZE THE ABBREVIATION OF THE 
RECORD ON THE REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
AGENCIES BY THE CourTsS OF APPEALS AND THE REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF 
SucH ORDERS ON THE ORIGINAL PAPERS AND To MAKE UNIFORM THE LAW 
RELATING TO THE RECORD ON REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF SUCH ORDERS, 
AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


We understand that the bill embodies a legislative proposal of the Committee 
on Revision of the Laws of the Judicial Conference of the United States. It 
reflects to some extent suggestions made by this Department to Judge Albert B. 
Maris, Chairman of that Committee, in connection with a preliminary draft of 
the bill. 

The whole matter of records and briefs on review of administrative action has 
also been under study by the President’s Conference on Administrative Procedure. 
We cooperated with the Conference’s Committee on Judicial Review. The 
Committee’s recommendations adopted by the Conference appear on pages 4 and 
5, Report of the Conference on Administrative Procedure. These recommenda- 
tions concern only the filing of an abbreviated record and do not also concern 
rule-prescribing power of the courts of appeals as to the time and manner of filing, 
and the contents of, the record, as the bill does. However, the President’s Con- 
ference, in its comments on this matter, expressly stated that its recommendation 
“is not intended to constitute an exclusive prescription of the provisions of such 
a statute, nor is it intended to preclude the addition of other provisions, if such 
are determined to be desirable or necessary.’’ It then called attention to the 
preliminary draft statute of the Committee on Revision of Laws of the Judicial 
Conference. Within their scope the recommendations of the President’s Con- 
ference are substantially in accord with the provisions of the bill. 

Subject to the Committee’s consideration of the comments and suggestions 
made below, the provisions of the bill, insofar as they involve the interests of this 
Department, would seem to constitute desirable steps toward facilitating judicial 
review of administrative action by courts of appeals and toward the promotion 
of uniformity in that respect. 

Our specific comments on the provisions of the bill of concern to the Department 
are as follows: 

1. Subsection (a) of the proposed title 28, United States Code, section 2112, 
which is in section 2 of the bill, would empower the United States courts of appeals, 
with respect to proceedings for judicial review of agency orders by such courts, to 
adopt rules prescribing the time and manner of filing, and the contents, of the 
record where the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe these require- 
ments. In the case of this Department, this provision would apply to the 
following proceedings: 

(a) Review —under section 701 (f) (1) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, as amended by section 21 of this bill—of orders to issue, amend, or repeal 
regulations under section 401, 403 (j), 404 (a), 406 (a) and (b), 501 (b), 502 (d), 
502 (h), 504, or 604 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

(b) Review of orders on tolerances for pesticide chemicals in or on raw agricul- 
tural commodities (sec. 408 (i) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
amended by sec. 20 of this bill); 

(c) Appeals from certain actions of the Surgeon General under the hospital and 
medical facilities construction program (sec. 632 (b) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S. C. 291j (b)), as amended by sec. 27 of this bill); 

(2) Review of certain actions of the Commissioner of Education relating to the 
construction of school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities (sec. 207 (b) 
of the act of September 23, 1950, as amended (20 U.S. C. 277 (b)). 

2. Subsection (a) of the proposed section 2112 would, when judicial-review pro- 
ceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals with respect to the 
same agency order, require the agency to ‘‘file the record in that one of such 
courts in which in its judgment the proceedings may be carried on with the great- 
est convenience to all the parties involved’’ (presumably including the agency) 
The other courts would thereupon be required to transfer their cases to the court 
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in which the record was filed. The courts would seem to have no discretion it 
the matter 

In the light of experience, we believe that provisions for bringing together and 
in effect consolidating parallel review proceedings in different circuits involving 
the same administrative action are desirable from the point of view of conserving 
the time of the courts and administrative agencies avoiding unnecessary expense 
in filing two or more copies of the record, and avoiding delay, uncertainty, and 
confusion, and possible conflicts of opinion among coordinate courts. The com- 
mittee may, however, wish to consider whether, as proposed by the bill, the pro- 
vision should be mandatory upon the agency, whether the agencv’s judgment 
should be final, and whether the court selected should necessarily be one of the 
courts in which a review proceeding was theretofore commenced. A complication 
moreover, may arise out of the fact that the record may already have been filed 
in One court, and the case heard and possibly even decided, by that court before 
judicial-review proceedings are commenced elsewhere. 

One possible alternative would be to provide that the court in which a proceeding 
for judicial review of an agency order is first commenced shall have exclusive 
jurisdiction and that other courts shall transfer their cases to that court, except 
that the first court, upon application of the agency or of any other party in interest, 
may transfer all the proceedings (including those transferred to it from other 
courts) (a) to any other court of appeals stipulated by the parties or (6), in the 
absence of such stipulation, to any other court of appeais in which in the deciding 
court’s judgment the convenience of all the parties would be best served 

3. Subsection (b) of the proposed section 2112 would authorize the use of an 
abbreviated record, in accordance with court rules, stipulation of the parties, or 
order of the court, but provides that if the rules of the court do not require the 
printing of the entire record in that court the agency may nevertheless, at its 
option, file the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation 

These provisions are satisfactory to us in their present form 

4. Section 20 of the bill would amend section 408 (i) (2) and (3) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (relating to tolerances for pesticide chemicals in 
or on raw agricultural commodities) in three respects: A copy of the petition for 
judicial review filed with the court would have to be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary whose order is to be reviewed, instead of being 
“served”’ on the Secretary. Secondly, the time, manner, and contents of the 
administrative record to be filed with the court would have to conform to the 
proposed section 2112 of title 28 of the United States Code. Thirdly, the juris- 
diction of the court would attach upon the filing of the petition for judicial review, 
not (as under present law) upon the filing of the record with the court 

We believe that these changes would be desirable improvements in the law, 

though we regard the first change above as largely one of form rather than of 
substance. The reference to ‘‘subsection (1)’’ on page 19, line 25, however, is a 
typographical error. It should read “subsection (1).’’ 
5. Section 21 of the bill would amend section 701 (f) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to provide in effect that the filing and contents of the adminis- 
trative record with the court shall be governed by the proposed section 2112 of 
title 21, United States Code. We believe that, in the interest of uniformity 
within the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act the additional changes contained 
in section 20 of the bill, above referred to, should also be incorporated in section 2] 
We therefore suggest that section 21 be changed to read as follows 

‘Sec. 21. (a) The second and third sentences of paragraph (1) of subsection (f 
of section 701 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U S c; 371 f 
are amended to read as follows: ‘A copy of the petition shall be forthwith trans- 
mitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary or any officer designated by him 
for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record 
of the proceedings on which he based his order, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code.’ 

‘“‘(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of section 701 of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U. 8. C. 371 (f)) is amended to read 
as follows: ‘Upon the filing of the petition referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the order, or to set it aside 
in whole or in part, temporarily or permanently.’ ”’ 

6. Similarly, we suggest that, in line with the above-mentioned changes, 
section 27 (a) of the bill (p. 24, lines 17-23), be changed to read as follows 

“Sec. 27. (a) Paragraph (1) as amended, of section 632 (b) of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S. C. 291j (b) (1)) is amended to read as follows 

‘*(b) (1) If the Surgeon General refuses to approve any application under 
section 625 or section 654, the State agency through which the application was 
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submitted, or if any State is dissatisfied with the Surgeon General’s action under 
subsection (a) of this section, such State may appeal to the United States court 
of appeals for the circuit in which such State is located by filing with such court 
a notice of appeal. The jurisdiction of the court shall attach upon the filing of 
such notice. A copy of the notice of appeal shall be forthwith transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to the Surgeon General, or any officer designated by him 
for that purpose, and thereupon the Surgeon General shall file in the court the 
record of the proceedings on which he based his action, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, United States Code.’ ”’ 

7. Again, in order to make the section on review of actions of the Commissioner 
of Education consistent with these changes, we suggest the following changes 
which we believe are largely clarifying rather than additive of substantive law. 
Change section 33 in the bill (p. 28, lines 11-12) to section 34 and add a new section 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 33. Section 207 (b) of the Act of September 23, 1950, as amended (20 
U.S. C. 277 (b)) is amended by adding at the end of that subsection the following: 
‘A copy of a notice of appeal shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Commissioner, or any officer designated by him for that purpose. 
Upon the filing of a notice of appeal with it, the court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm or set aside the decision of the Commissioner in whole or in part.’ ”’ 


REVISION SHEET TO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE’S 
COMMENTS ON H. R. 6682, 84TH CONG., FOR H. R. 6788, 85TH CONG. 


In comments on H. R. 6682: 

(1) On page 3, part 4, second paragraph, delete the second and third sentences 
of that paragraph and substitute the following in place thereof: ‘‘Line 19 on 
page 19 contains a typographical error. That portion of the bill should read: 
‘the court the record,’ etc. It is obvious that the two words italicized were omitted 
from the printed version of the bill. Also the reference ‘“‘subsection (1)’’ on 
page 20, line 4, is a typographical error which should read “subsection (1)’’. 

(2) On page 4, part 6, first paragraph, delete ‘‘17—23” and substitute in place 
thereof ‘‘18-24’’. 

(3) Again on page 4, part 7, change, where used in that part, ‘‘33”’ to “35”, 
*28” to ‘‘29” and ‘'34” to ‘‘36”’. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, June 11, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of May 16, 1957, 
inviting an expression of the views of this Commission upon H. R. 6788, 85th 
Congress, Ist session, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the 
review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of 
appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers and 
to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such 
orders and for other purposes 

This bill would add a new section to chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States 
Code and would amend the acts of various administrative agencies, thereby 
making uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of orders 
of such agencies. The Commission generally is in accord with the purposes of 
the bill, but desires to call your attention to an inconsistency in the proposed 
amendments to the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Clayton Act, contained 
in sections 3 and 4 of the bill. 

Section 3 (a) of the bill, amending the sixth sentence of subsection (b) of 
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112), 
would provide that ‘‘until the record in the proceeding has been filed in a court 
of appeals of the United States,’’ the Commission may at any time modify or 
set aside its report or order to cease and desist. Section 3 (c) of the bill, amend- 
ing subsection (d) of section 5, would provide that the jurisdiction of the court 
of appeals shall be exclusive upon the filing of the record with the court. These 
provisions, in substance, are the same as the corresponding provisions of the 
present statute. They contemplate that the jurisdiction of the court will not 
attach until the record is filed. But section 3 (b) of the bill. amending the 
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third sentence of subsection (c) of section 5, would provide that the jurisdiction 
of the court of appeals would attach “Upon such filing of the petition,’’ without 
reference to the filing of the record. The comparable provision of the present 
statute provides that such jurisdiction shall attach ‘‘upon such filing of the 
petition and transcript * * *.’’ We think that to remove this inconsistency 
the third sentence of subsection (c) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act should be modified so as to provide as follows, the italicized words 
having been added to the language of the proposed bill: “Upon such filing of the 
petition and record, or upon the filing of a stipulation or the entry of an order to 
the effect that no record need be filed in the court of appeals, the court shall have 
jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined therein and shall 
have power to make and enter a decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside 
the order of the Commission, and enforcing the same to the extent that such 
order is affirmed and to issue such writs as are ancillary to its jurisdiction or are 
necessary in its judgment to prevent injury to the public or to competitors 
pendente lite.”’ 

We consider the present provisions of law, which afford the Commission an 
opportunity to consider and act upon petitions for reconsideration before court 
review, to be very desirable. They enable the Commission to correct inadvertent 
errors that occasionally occur, and are quite valuable in preventing unnecessary 
litigation through the opportunity for careful reconsideration in appropriate 
instances. We think it would be regrettable to have any inconsistency in, or 
uncertainty about, the continuance of these useful provisions of existing law. 

For the same reasons, like observations are pertinent with reference to section 
4 of the bill, amending section 11 of the Clayton Act, as amended (64 Stat. 1127). 
Section 4 (a) would amend the sixth sentence of the second paragraph of section 
11 of the act so as to provide that ‘‘Until the record” is filed with a court of appeals 
the Commission may modify or set aside its report or order to cease and desist. 
Section 4 (d) would amend the fifth paragraph of section 11 of the act so as to 
provide that the jurisdiction of the court of appeals shall be exclusive upon the 
filing of the record with the court. These provisions are substantially the same 
as the corresponding provisions of the present statute, and contemplate that the 
jurisdiction of the court will not attach until the record is filed. Section 4 (c) of 
the bill, however, would amend the third sentence of the fourth paragraph of 
section 11 of the act so as to provide that the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 
would attach ‘‘Upon the filing of such petition,’’ without reference to the filing 
of the record. 

In order to remove this apparent inconsistency, we think the third sentence of 
the fourth paragraph of section 11 of the Calyton Act should be modified so as 
to provide as follows, the italicized words having been added to the language of 
the proposed bill: ‘‘Upon the filing of such petition and record, or upon the filing 
of a stipulation or the entry of an order to the effect that no record need be filed in the 
court of appeals, the court shall have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, 
or modify the order of the Commission or Board as in the case of an application 
by the Commission or Board for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of 
the Commission or Board as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence 
determined as provided in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, 
shall in like manner be conclusive.” 

We have only one further comment, which relates to the last sentence of sub- 
section (b) of proposed section 2112 of title 28 of the United States Code, con- 
tained in section 2 of the proposed bill. That sentence is in the following language: 
“Tf the rules of the court of appeals in which a proceeding is pending do not require 
the printing of the entire record in that court the agency, board, commission, or 
officer concerned may, at its option and without regard to the foregoing provisions 
of this subsection, file in the court the entire record of the proceedings before it 
without abbreviation. [Italics supplied.] 

The Commission is anxious to preserve the option of filing a transcript of the 
entire record in the court of appeals. While we believe the above language may 
accomplish this purpose, we see no need for the portion italicized above and 
suggest that it be stricken. 

By direction of the Commission. 

JoHN W. Gwynne, Chairman. 


N. B.—The Bureau of the Budget advises there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 
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JuNE 10, 1957. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (H. R. 6788) to authorize the abbrevia- 
tion of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies 
by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the 
original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or 
enforcement of such orders and for other purposes. 

This bill would authorize the several courts of appeals to adopt, with the ap- 
proval of the Judicial Conference, rules prescribing the time and manner of filing 
and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the courts of appeals 
to review or enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions, and 
officers, in which the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe such time 
or manner of filing or contents of the record. It would also provide for abbrevia- 
tion of such records pursuant to rules of court, stipulation of the parties, or court 
order. The bill would permit an agency which issued an order to file the original 
papers in lieu of a transcript and to regain possession of them upon completion of 
the proceedings in the court of appeals. It would also incorporate the foregoing 
provisions in a number of existing statutes dealing with review of administrative 
orders by courts of appeals. 

The Department of Justice considers the proposal a laudable effort to eliminate 
unnecessary expenditures in time and money in the review of agency orders by the 
courts of appeals. Accordingly, it recommends enactment of the measure. It 
is noted that at its annual meeting in September 1956, the Judicial Conference 
reaffirmed its previously expressed approval of this legislation with a minor 
amendment. 

Some concern has been expressed that the broad language of the proposed 
section 2112 (a) may possibly be construed to apply to certain proceedings not 
intended to be covered, for example, decisions of the Tax Court and administrative 
orders for the exclusion and deportation of aliens entered under the provisions of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 1166; 8 U.S. C. A., 1101 
et seq.). As you know, Tax Court decisions are presently subject to review by 
the courts of appeals pursuant to section 7482 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (26 U. S. C., 7482); exclusion and deportation orders, to the extent that 
judicial review is permissible, are uniformly reviewable in the first instance in 
the district courts. The apprehension arises because of the broad language of 
section 2112 (a) that it shall apply to “all proceedings instituted in the courts 
of appeals to * * * review * * * orders of administrative agencies, boards, 
commissions and officers * * *.’’ In this connection it might be both desirable 
and appropriate to incorporate in the committee reports express language that 
the bill is not intended to apply to decisions of the Tax Court or to exclusion and 
deportation orders. Although there would appear to be little basis for believing 
that the bill in its present form could reasonably be construed to extend to such 
proceedings, it may nevertheless be wise to dispel any possible ambiguity in this 
regard. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report 

Sincerely, 
WiLuiAM P. RoGeErs, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


AMERICAN BaR ASSOCIATION SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF THE SECTION OF Ap- 
MINISTRATIVE LAW, FEBRUARY 1957—No. li 


RECOMMENDATIONS 
I 


Be it resolved, That the American Bar Association supports legislation to 
authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders 
of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement 
of such orders on their original papers and thereby to make uniform the law 
relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders. 

Be it further resolved, That the American Bar Association recommends legisla- 
tion to include the following: 








38 ABBREVIATED RECORDS IN REVIEWING PROCEEDINGS 


(1) A provision giving to the court of appeals, in which the first proceeding is 
instituted to enforce or review a given administrative order, exclusive jurisdiction 
of all appeals therefrom and to authorize said court, on motion of an interested 
party, to transfer said proceeding to anv court of appeals which the parties 
stipulate, or absent such stipulation, to such court of appeals as asid court deter- 
mies Will best serve the convenience of the parties. 

(2) Provision that all rules adopted under the proposed act shall be uniform 
and shall apply without exception for different procedures under existing statutes. 

(3) A provision to the following effect: 

The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall, 
at the option of any party thereto, consist of the entire record in said pro- 
ceeding, or such portions thereof (1) as the said rules of the court of appeals 
may require to be included therein; (2) as the parties to the administrative 
proceeding under review or enforcement and any intervenor in said court, 
by written stipulation filed with said court, may, consistently with the rules 
of said court, designate to be included therein; or (3) as the court upon 
motion of a party or, after a prehearing conference upon its own motion, 
may by order in such proceeding designate to be included therein. Such a 
stipulation or order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need 
be filed in the court of appeals. If there is omitted from the record any 
portion of the proceedings before said agency, which the court subsequently 
determines to be necessary, the court may direct that such additional portion 
of said proceedings be filed as a supplement to the record. Unless ordered 
by said court, it shall not be necessary to print the record on petition for 
review or enforcement of such order, except that appellant shall print as 
part of the appendix to his brief the pertinent pleadings and docket entries. 
the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, together with any findings of 
fact, conclusions of law and opinion of said agency 

(4) That the foregoing legislation apply to proceedings instituted in a three- 
judge United States district court to enforce or review an order of an adminis- 
trative agency. 


II 


Be it resolved, That the American Bar Association recommend to the Judicial 
Conference that the several United States courts of appeals be urged to adopt a 
uniform rule relating to the review of orders of administrative agencies whereby 
the court, in any review or enforcement proceeding of orders made by adminis- 
trative agencies, may in its discretion direct the attorneys for the parties to appear 
before the court or a judge thereof for a prehearing conference to consider the 
simplification of the issues and such other matters as may aid in the disposition 
of the proceeding by the court. The court or judge shall make an order which 
recites the action taken at the conference and agreements, if any, made by the 
parties as to any of the matters considered; and in the absence of such agreements, 
the court, may in its discretion make an order simplifying the issues or, in further- 
ance of convenience or to avoid prejudice, if may order a separate, preliminary 
hearing of any issue or issues, including any issue or issues of law which can be 
segregated from issues of fact. Such order or orders when entered shall control 
the subsequent course of the proceeding, unless modified to prevent manifest 
injustice 

REPORT 


RECOMMENDATION I 


(a) Abbreviation of Record and Uniformity of Record on Review.—This portion 
of the first resolution was adopted by the section unanimously at the Dallas 
meeting. The proposal for legislation originated with the Judicial Conference of 
the United States. Our recommendations are consistent with the purposes and 
objects of the Judicial Conference proposal 

As we all know, there are 57 varieties of court appeals, review and enforcement 
proceedings covering the decisions of administrative agencies. Each is regulated 
by its own statute; and many times where the courts have authority to establish 
rules the courts of appeals have adopted widely varying rules to govern the court 
review of agency decisions. In the view of the Judicial Conference, legislation is 
needed to untangle the snarl; simplify procedure; permit abbreviation of lengthy 
records; and bring uniformity to this field of law. With that view we agree. 

The remaining portions of the resolution were unanimously adopted by the 
council of the section of administrative law at this midwinter meeting under 
authority delegated to the council by the section (Bylaws, Section of Administra- 
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tive Law, art. VI, see. 1 These are proposed at this time in order to enable the 
association to appear effectively in connection with studies of the field undertaken 
bv the House Committee on the Judiciary, which studies are expected to eventuate 
in legislation during the present session of Congress 

b) Forum in cases of multiple appeals.—At the present time, multiple review 
proceedings of the same agency action may be instituted in several circuits. The 
proposal of the resolution would enable a court to determine the forum of greatest 
convenience to the parties, thereby overcoming some cases of hardship under the 
present law, and would eliminate the power of an agency_alone to select the forun 
for review of its own action 


c [ niformity of rules on revieu of age ncy p oceeding The need for uniformit V 
in this field is obvious to us all 

1) Contents of record on review of agency decisions Under present procedure in 
some circuits, in cases of review of agency action when the entire record is filed 





with the court of appeals, it must be printed. If the agency be trusted to edit the 
record in order to reduce printing costs, it may send either entirely too much or 
tirely too little to the court with resulting expense and delay Thus far the 
means found for meeting the problem consists of permitting the filing of the 

tire record as made in the ageney (or such portions as the court shall require 
the parties stipulate to be included), the parties then being permitted to select 
the portions to be printed in one wav or another, subject to the control of the 


court, of course 


Three-judge court ré v of agency decisions That the foregoing improve- 
ments should tend to review or enforcement proceedings before three-judge 
United States district courts, as in Interstate Commerce Commission cases 
frequent olving multiple appeals and tremendous records, is obvious 


RECOMMENDATION II 


t 


Simplification and separation of issues Presently on review of ageney actior 
some circuits provide for prehearing conferences in the appellate courts and 
simplification of issues, but only under agreement by the parties. The courts 
have not felt themselves authorized to adopt simplification procedures absent 
igreement. ‘Bhis proposal would extend to the courts of appeals power to avail 


themselves of the well-known benefits of prehearing procedure, including separate 
hearings on particular issues, which are now effectively utilized by the district 

courts 
Respectfully 
Harotp L. RUSSELL, 


Chairman. Section of Administrative Lau 
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APPEAL OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY DECISIONS 


THURSDAY, MAY 17, 1956 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE No. 3 OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
327, House Office Building, the Honorable James M. Quigley pre- 
siding, for consideration of H. R. 6682. 

Present: Congressmen Jack B. Brooks (acting chairman), James M. 
Quigley, Shepard J. Crumpacker, and Dean P. Taylor. 

Also present: Cyril F. Brickfield, committee counsel, and Bessie M. 
Orcutt, administrative assistant. 

(H. R. 6682 is as follows: ) 


[H. R. 6682, 84th Cong. Ist sess.] 


A BILL Toauthorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administra- 
tive agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for 
other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the analysis of chapter 133 of title 28 of the 
United States Code, immediately preceding section 2101 of such title, is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following additional item: 


“2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders.”’ 


Sec. 2. Chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended by in- 
serting at the end of such chapter immediately following section 2111 an addi- 
tional section, as follows: 


“§ 2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders 


‘‘(a) The several courts of appeals shall have power to adopt, with the approval 
of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules prescribing the time and 
manner of filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in 
the courts of appeals to enjoin, set aside, suspend, modify, or otherwise review 
or enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions, and officers, 
in which the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe such time or manner 
of filing or contents of the record. The record in such proceedings shall be certi- 
fied and filed in the court of appeals by the agency, board, commission, or officer 
concerned within the time and in the manner prescribed by such rules. If pro- 
ceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals with respect to 
the same order the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned shall file the 
record in that one of such courts in which in its judgment the proceedings may 
be carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties involved. The 
other courts in which such proceedings are pending shall thereupon transfer 
them to the court of appeals in which the record has been filed. 

‘“(b) The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall 
consist of the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report 
upon which it is based, and the pleadings, evidence and proceedings before the 
agency, board, commission or officer concerned, or such portions thereof (1) as 
the said rules of the court of appeals may require to be included therein, or (2) 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review 
or respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission or 


(1) 5 
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officer concerned or in the court in any such proceeding may consistently with 
the rules of such court designate to be included therein, or (3) as the court upon 
motion of a party or, after a prehearing conference, upon its own motion may by 
order in any such proceeding designate to be included therein. Such a stipula- 
tion or order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed in 
the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact by the 
agency, board, commission or officer is in question all of the evidence before the 
agency, board, commission or officer shall be included in the record except such 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review 
or respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the 
court proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission 
or officer concerned or in the court agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the 
questioned finding. If there is omitted from the record any portion of the proceed 
ings before the agency, board, commission or officer which the court subsequently 
determines to be necessary for it to consider to enable it to review or enforce the 
order in question the court may direct that such additional portion of the pro- 
ceedings be filed as a supplement to the record. If the rules of the court of appeals 
in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire record 
in that court the agency, board, commission or officer concerned may, at its option 
and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, file in the court 
the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

c) The agency, board, commission, or officer concerned may transmit to the 
court of appeals the original papers comprising the whole or any part of the record 
or any supplemental record, otherwise true copies of such papers certified by an 
authorized officer or deputy of the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned 
shall be transmitted. Any original papers thus transmitted to the court of ap- 
peals shall be returned to the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned upon 
the final determination of the review or enforcement proceeding. Pending such 
final determination any such papers may be returned by the court temporarily 
to the custody of the agency, board, commission, or officer concerned if needed for 
the transaction of the public business. Certified copies of any papers included in 
he record or any supplemental record may also be returned to the agency, board, 
commission, or officer concerned upon the final determination of review proceedings 

Sec. 3. (a) The sixth sentence of subsection (b) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112), is amended to read as follows: 
‘Until the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for review, if no such 
petition has been duly filed within such time, or, if a petition for review has been 
filed within such time then until the record in the proceeding has been filed in a 
court of appeals of the United States, as hereinafter provided, the Commission 
may at any time, upon such notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, 
modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued 
by it nder this section.” 


b) The second and third sentences of subsection (c) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112-113), are amended to read as 
follows A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of 


the court to the Commission, and thereupon the Commission shall file in the court 
the record in the proceeding, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon such filing of the petition the court shall have jurisdiction 
of the proceeding and of the question determined therein and shall have power 
to make and enter a decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside the order of 
the Commission, and enforcing the same to the extent that such order is affirmed 
and to issue such writs as are ancillary to its jurisdiction or are necessary in its 
} idgme nt to prevent injury to the public or to competitors pendente lite.’’ 

c) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as 
amended (52 Stat. 113), is amended to read as follows 

‘(d) Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 
of the United States to affirm, enforce, modify, or set aside orders of the Com- 
mission shall be exclusive.”’ 

Sec. 4. (a) The sixth sentence of the second paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), is amended to read as 
follows: ‘Until the record in such hearing shall have been filed in a United 
States court of appeals, as hereinafter provided, the Commission or Board may 
at any time, upon such notice, and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify 
or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued by it 
under this section.”’ 

(b) The first and second sentences of the third paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), are amended to read as 
follows: 
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“Tf such person fails to neglects to obey such order of the Commission or 
Board while the same is in effect the Commission or Board may apply to the 
United States court of appeals, within any circuit where the violation complained 
of was or is being committed or where such person resides or carries on business, 
for the enforcement of its order, and shall file the record in the proceeding, 2s 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon such filing of 
the application the court shall cause notice thereof to be served upon such per- 
son, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question 
determined therein, and shall have power to make and enter a decree affirming, 
modifying, or setting aside the order of the Commission or Board 

(c) The second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph of section 11 of 
the Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1128), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to the Commission or Board and thereupon the Commission or 
Board shall file in the court the record in the proceeding, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition the court 
shall have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order of the 
Commission or Board as in the case of an application by the Commission or 
Board for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of the Commission or 
Board as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence, determined as pro- 
vided in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like mann 
be conclusive F 

(d) The fifth paragraph of section 11 of the Act of October 15, 1914, as amended 
(64 Stat. 1128), is amended to read as follows: 

‘Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the United States court 


of appeals to enforce, set aside, or modify orders of the Commission or Board 
shall be exclusive.” 
Sec. 5. The fourth and fifth sentences of the first paragraph of section 2 of 


the Act of July 28, 1916 (39 Stat. 425), are amended to read as follows: ‘“‘A copy 
of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the 
Post Office Department and thereupon the said department shall file in the court 
the record, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the 
filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or 
modify the order of the department.” 

Src. 6. (a) Subsection (c) of section 203 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows: 

(c) Until the record in such hearing has been filed in a court of appeals of the 
United States, as provided in section 204, the Secretary at any time, upon such 
notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable oppor- 
tunity to the packer to be heard, may amend or set aside the report or order, 
in whole or in part 

b) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), are amended to read as follows: 

“(b) The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to 
be delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall thereupon file in the court 
the record in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. If before such record is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside his 
report or order, in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within 
such time as the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

““(c) At any time after such petition is filed the court, on application of the 
Secreta. y, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it deems 
proper, the packer and his officers, directors, agents, and emplovees, from vio- 
lating any of the provisions of the order pending the final determination of the 
appeal.” 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (h) of section 204 of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows: 

“‘(h) The court of appeals shall have jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the 
record with it shall be exclusive, to review, and to affirm, set aside, or modify, 
such orders of the Secretary, and the decree of such court shall be final except 
that it shall be subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon certiorari, as provided in section 1254 of title 28, if such writ is duly applied 
for within sixty days after entry of the decree.’’ 

Sec. 7. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (a) of section 6 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1001), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the 
court in which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to 
be delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture, Chairman of said Commission, or 
any member thereof, and the said Commission shall thereupon file in the court 
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the record in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code.”’ 

(b) The seventh and eighth sentences of paragraph (b) of section 6 of the Com- 
modity Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1002), as amended, are amended to read as follows: 
‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to the Secretary of Agriculture and thereupon the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
file in the court the record theretofore made, as provided in section 2112 of title 
28, United States Code. Upon the filing of the petition the court shall have juris- 
diction to affirm, to set aside, or modify the order of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
and the findings of the Secretary of Agriculture as to the facts, if supported by 
the weight of evidence, shall like in manner be conclusive.” 

Sec. 8. The third and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of subsection 
(b} of section 641 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (49 Stat. 865), are amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary of the Treasury, or any officer designated by 
him for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary of the Treasury shall file in 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such 
order, in whole or in part.” 

Sic. 9. The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 9 of the Securities Act 
of 1933 (48 Stat. 80), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall 
be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Commission, and there 
upon the Commission shall file in the court the record upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code.” 

Sec. 10. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 25 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 901), are amended to read as follows: 
“A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to any member of the Commission, and thereupon the Commission shall file in 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, and enforce or set 
aside such order, in whole or in part.” 

Sec. li. The third sentence of subsection (c) of section 18 of the Act of June 18 
1934 (48 Stat. 1002), is amended to read as follows: “The clerk of the court in 
which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to be delivered 
to the Board and it shall thereupon file in the court the record in the proceedings 
held before it under this section, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code.”’ 

Sec. 12. The second sentence of subsection (d) of section 402 of the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934, as amended (66 Stat. 719), is amended to read as follows: 

Within thirty days after the filing of an appeal, the Commission shall file with 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’ 

Sec. 13. (a) Subsection (d) of section 10 of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended (61 Stat. 147), is amended to read as follows: 

“‘(d) Until the record in a case shall have been filed in a court, as hereinafter 
provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any finding or 
order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The first, second, fifth, and seventh sentences of subsection (e) of section 
10 of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 147), are amended 
to read as follows: 

e) The Board shall have power to petition any court of appeals of the United 
States, or if all the courts of appeals to which application may be made are in 
vacation, any district court of the United States, within any circuit or district, 
respectively, wherein the unfair labor practice in question occurred or wherein 
such person resides or transacts business, for the enforcement of such order and 
for appropriate temporary relief or restraining order, and shall file in the court 
the record in the proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall cause notice thereof to be 
served upon such person, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding 
and of the question determined therein, and shall have power to grant such 
temporary relief or restraining order as it deems just and proper, and to make 
and enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting 
aside in whole or in part the order of the Board. If either party shall apply to 
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the court for leave to adduce additional evidence and shall show to the satisfaction 
of the court that such additional evidence is material and that there were reason- 
able grounds for the failure to adduce such evidence in the hearing before the 
Board, its member, agent, or agency, the court may order such additional evidence 
to be taken before the Board, its members, agent, or agency, and to be made a 
part of the record. Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the 
court shall be exclusive and its judgment and decree shall be final, except that the 
same shall be subject to review by the appropriate United States court of appeals 
if application was made to the district court as hereinabove provided, and by the 
Supreme Court of the United States upon writ of certiorari or certification as 
provided in section 1254 of title 28.” 

(c) The second and third sentences of subsection (f) of section 10 of the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 148), are amended to read as follows: 
““A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to the Board, and thereupon the aggrieved party shall file in the court the record 
in the proceeding, certified by the Board, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall proceed in 
the same manner as in the case of an application by the Board under subsection (e) 
of this section, and shall have the same jurisdiction to grant to the Board such 
temporary relief or restraining order as it deems just and proper, and in like manner 
to make and enter a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or 
setting aside in whole or in part the order of the Board; the findings of the Board 
with respect to questions of fact if supported by substantial evidence on the record 
considered as a whole shall in like manner be conclusive.”’ 

Sec. 14. The third and fourth sentences of subsection (h) of section 4 of the 
Federal Aleohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 980), as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary, or any officer designated by him for that pur- 
pose, and thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record upon which 
the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition such court shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or in part.’’ 

Sec. 15. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 24 of the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 834), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Commission, or any officer thereof designated 
by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission shall file in 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such 
order, in whole or in part.”’ 

Sec. 16. (a) Subsection (a) of section 313 of the Federal Power Act, as amended 
(49 Stat. 860), is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence 
reading as follows: ‘‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a 
court of appeals, as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time, 
upon reasonable notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set 
aside, in whole or in part, any finding or order made or issued bv it.” 

(b) The second and third sentence of subsection (b) of section 313 of the 
Federal Power Act, as amended (49 Stat. 860), are amended to read as follows: 
‘“A copy of such petition shall forthwith be transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to any member of the Cqammission and thereupon the Commission shall file with 
the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
such court shall have jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall 
be exclusive, to affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part.”’ 

Sec. 17. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 611 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (52 Stat. 961), are amended to read as 
follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Board, or any officer thereof designated by the 
Board for that purpose, and thereupon the Board shall file in the court the record 
upon which the order. complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition such court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction to determine whether such cancellation or default 
was without just cause, and to affirm or set aside such order.” 

_ Src. 18. Subsection (c) of section 1006 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, 52 
Stat. 1024, is amended to read as follows: 
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**(e) A copy of the petition shal!, upon filing, be forthwith transmitted to the 
Board by the clerk of the court; and the Board shall thereupon file in the court 
the record, if any, upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.” 

Sec. 19. (a) Subsection (a) of section 19 of the Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence reading as 
follows: ‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a court of 
appeals, as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time, upon 
reasonable notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, 
in whole or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 19 of the 
Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), are amended to read as follows: “A copy of such 
petition shall forthwith be transmitted by the clerk of the court to any member 
of the Commission and thereupon the Commission shall file with the court the 
record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition such court 
shall have jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclu- 
sive, to affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part.” 

Sec. 20. (a) The first and second sentences of paragraph (2) of subsection (i) 
of section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the 
Act of July 22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

‘“*(2) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (d) 
(5) or (e), a copy of the petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of 
the court to the Secretary, or any officer designated by him for that purpose, and 
thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record of the proceedings on 
which he based his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to affirm or set aside the order complained of in whole or in part.”’ 

(b) The first and second sentences of paragraph (3) of subsection (i) of section 
108 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the Act of July 22, 
1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

‘““(3) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (1), a 
copy of the petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, or any officer designated by him for that purpose, and 
thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record of the proceedings on 
which he based his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to affirm or set aside the order compained of in whole or in part.” 

Sec. 21. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (f) of section 701 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (52 Stat. 1055), as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘The Secretary thereupon shall file in the court the record of 
the proceedings on which the Secretary based his order, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code.” 

Sec. 22. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 10 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1065), as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall forthwith be transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary, and thereupon the Secretary shall file in the 
court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code Upon the filing of such petition such 
court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order in 
whole or in part, so far as it is applicable to the petitioner.”’ 

Sec. 23. The fourth, fifth, sixth, and eighth sentences of subsection (f) of 
section 5 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as amended (52 Stat. 
1100), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘Within fifteen days after receipt of 
service, or withir such additional time as the court mav allow, the Board shall 
file with the court in which such petition has been filed the record upon which the 
findings and decision complained of are based, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition the court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined 
therein, and shall give precedence in the adjudication thereof over all other 
civil cases not otherwise entitled by law to precedence. It shall have power to 
enter a decree affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the Board, with 
or without remanding the cause for rehearing. No additional evidence shall be 
received by the court, but the court may order additional evidence to be taken 
before the Board, and the Board may, after hearing such additional evidence, 
ir odify its findings of fact and conclusions and file such additional or modified 
findings and conclusions with the court, and the Board shall file with the court 


the additional record.”’ 
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Src. 24. (a) Subsection \c) of section 409 of the Federal Seed Act (53 Stat. 
1287), is amended to read as follows: 

‘“‘(e) Until the record of such hearing has been filed in a court of appeals as 
provided in section 410, the Secretary of Agriculture at any time, upon such 
notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable oppor- 
tunity to the person to be heard, may amend or set aside the report or order, in 
whole or in part. 

(b) The second and third paragraphs of section 410 of the Federal Seed Act 
(53 Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to be 
delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall thereupon file in the court the 
record in such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. If before such record is filed, the Secretary amends or sets aside his report 
or order, in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such 
time as the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

‘At any time after such petition is filed the court, on application of the Secretary, 
may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it deems proper, the 
person and his officers, directors, agents, and employees from violating any of the 
provisions of the order pending the final determination of the appeal.” 

(c) The first and second sentences of section 411 of the Federal Seed Act (53 
Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 411. If any person against whom an order is issucd under section 409 
fails to obey the order, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the United States, by its 
Attorney General, may apply to the court of appeals of the United States, within 
the circuit where the person against whom the order was issued resides or has his 
principal place of business, for the enforcement of the order, and shall file the 
record of such proceedings, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon such filing of the application the court shall cause notice thereof 
to be served upon the person against whom the order was issued.” 

Sec. 25. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 43 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 844), are amended to 
read as follows: “‘A copy of such pe — shall be forthwith transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to any meinber of the Conunission or any officer thereof desig- 
nated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission shall 
file in the court the record upon —— the order complained of was entered, 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such 
petition such court shall have counts jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set 
aside such order, in whole or in part.’ 

Sec. 26. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 213 of 
the Investment Advisors Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 855), are amended 
to read as follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission, or any officer thereof 
designated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Commission 
shall file in the court the record upon which the order complained of was entered, 
as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of 
such petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or 
set aside such order, in whole or in part 

Sec. 27. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of section 
632 of the Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act (60 Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Surgeon General shall 
thereupon file in the court the record of the proceedings on which he based his 
action, as provide d in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’ 

(b) The first sentence . paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of section 632 of the 
Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction Act (60 
Stat. 1048), is amended to read as foilows 

“(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon General, unless substantially contrary 
to the weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive; but the court, for good cause 
shown, may remand the case to the Surgeon General to take further evidence, and 
the Surgeon General may thereupon make new or modified findings of fact and 
may modify his previous action, and shall file in the court the record of the 
further proceedings.” 

Sec. 28. The fourth sentence of subsection (c) of section 205 of the Sugar Act 
of 1948, 61 Stat. 927, is amended to re ad as follows: ‘‘ Within thirty da ys after the 
filing of said appeal the S« cretary sni ill file with the court the record upon which 
the decision complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code, and a list of all interested persons to whom he has mailed or 
otherwise delivered a copy of said notice of appeal.” 
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Src. 29. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 14 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1001), are amended to read as follows: “A 
copy of such petition shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the court to 
the Board, and thereupon the Board shall file in the court the record in the pro- 
ceeding, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the 
filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and shall 
have power to affirm or set aside the order of the Board; but the court may in its 
discretion and upon its own motion transfer any action so commenced to the United 
States court of appeals for the circuit wherein the petitioner resides.”’ 

Sec. 30. (a) Subsection (e) of section 110 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(64 Stat. 1028), is amended to read as follows: 

““(e) Until the record in a case shall have been filed in a court, as hereinafter 
provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any finding or 
order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The third and fifth sentences of subsection (c) of section 111 of the Internal 
Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1028), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Board 
shall thereupon file in the court the record of the proceedings before the Board 
with respect to the matter concerning which judicial review is sought, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such petition 
the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding, which upon the filing of the 
record with it shall be exclusive, and shall have power to affirm, modify, or set 
aside, or to enforce or enforce as modified the order of the Board.” 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (d) of section 111 of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950 (60 Stat. 1029), is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(d) If either partv shall apply to the court for leave to adduce additional 
evidence and shall show to the satisfaction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grounds for the failure to 
adduce such evidence in the hearing before the Board or its hearing examiner the 
court may order such additional evidence to be taken before the Board or its 
hearing examiner and to be made a part of the record.” 

Sec. 31. (a) Section 6 of the Act of December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1130), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. Unless the proceeding has been terminated on a motion to dismiss the 
petition, the agency shall file in the office of the clerk of the court of appeals in 
which the proceeding is pending the record on review, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, United States Code.” 

(b) The second sentence of subsection (c) of section 7 of the Act of December 
29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1131), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The agency may modify 
its findings of fact, or make new findings, by reason of the additional evidence so 
taken and may modify or set aside its order and shall file in the court such addi- 
tional evidence, such modified findings or new findings, and such modified order 
or the order setting aside the original order.”’ 

Sec. 32. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 208 of the 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, as amended (66 Stat. 702), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘Upon receipt of such copy of a notice of appeal the Board shall file 
in such court the record upon which the order complained of was made, as provided 
in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. The costs of certifying and filing 
such record shall be paid by the party making such appeal.” 

Sec. 33. This Act shall not be construed to repeal or modify any provision of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Mr. Quieiey. The subcommittee will please come to order. This 
is a hearing on H. R. 6682, a bill recommended by the Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States. The executive communication which 
was submitted by the Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts will be inserted at this point. 

(The executive communication follows: ) 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES Courts, 
Washington, D. C., May 23, 1956. 
Hon. Sam RAyBurRn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Speaker: On behalf of the Judicial Conference of the United States, 
I transmit herewith for the consideration of tae Congress a draft of a bill concerning 
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the record on review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the 
courts of appeals. 

The bill enclosed was recommended by the Judicial Conference at a meeting 
held March 24 and 25, 1955. The action of the Judicial Conference was based 
upon a study and reports extending over about a year and a half by a committee 
of the Conference on Revision of the Laws, consisting of Circuit Judge Albert B. 
Maris of the Third Circuit, chairman, and District Judges Clarence G. Galston 
of the Eastern District of New York and William F. Smith of the District of 
New Jersey. At the meeting of the Judicial Conference in September 1953, 
Judge Maris submitted for the committee an interim report to the effect sum- 
marized in the report of the meeting of the Judicial Conference as follows: 

“The committee believes that it would be desirable to permit administrative 
agencies whose orders are to be reviewed by a court of appeals to send to the 
court an abbreviated record where the whole record is not necessary and to 
authorize the use of the original papers in lieu of a transcript, the papers to be 
returned to the agency upon the completion of the review proceedings. This 
would require an amendment of existing statutes.” 

The committee submitted to the conference a tentative draft of a bill and recom: 
mended that it be submitted to the circuit judges and the agencies concerned for 
their consideration and suggestions. The conference authorized the committee 
to include in its tentative draft provisions covering petitions for enforcement of 
administrative agency orders as well as proceedings to review such orders, and 
with this amendment it authorized the proposed bill to be circulated among the 
judges of the courts of appeals and the agencies concerned (pp. 25-26 of the 
September 1953 report of the Judicial Conference). 

At the meeting of the Judicial Conference of the United States in April 1954, 
the Committee on Revision of the Laws reported that it had submitted to the 
judges of the courts of appeals and the agencies concerned the preliminary draft 
of a bill to authorize an abbreviated record on the review of agency orders and that 
a large number of constructive suggestions had been received, many of which 
were embodied in the revised draft of bill. The report explained the principal 
features of the bill, including changes made in the revision. The Judicial Con- 
ference approved the revised draft of bill for recommendation to the Congress 
(pp. 17—18 of the April 1954 report of the Judicial Conference). 

At the meeting of the Judicial Conference held in March of 1955, the committee 
reported that conferences with some of the administrative agencies and develop- 
ments subsequent to the meeting of the Judicial Conference in April 1954 indicated 
a need for some further changes in the bill. The committee therefore submitted a 
form of bill further revised and recommended that the Judicial Conference give its 
approval. The conference did so and it is that revised bill which is herewith 
submitted for the consideration of the Congress. 

The bill would add to chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code dealing 
with miscellaneous provisions concerning judicial review, a new section, 2112, 
dealing with the record on review and enforcement by the courts of appeals of 
orders of administrative agencies. Among the principal provisions of the new sec- 
tion are the following: 

Power would be given to the several courts of appeals to adopt, with the ap- 
proval of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules governing the time, 
manner of filing, and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in 
the courts of appeals to review or enforce orders of administrative agencies in 
which the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe these matters. It 
would provide that if proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of 
appeals with respect to the same 4rder, the agency concerned shall file the record 
in that one of those courts “in which in its judgment the proceedings may be 
carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties involved.” 

The bill would provide that the record to be filed in the court of appeals should 
consist of the order in question, the findings or report upon which it was based, 
and pleadings, evidence and proceedings before the agency concerned, or such 
portions thereof as the rules of the court of appeals might require to be included, 
the agency or any party to the case might consistently with the rules of the court 
designate, or the court upon motion of a party, or, after a prehearing confer n e, 
upon its own motion might by order designate to be included. It migi!.t e 
provided in an appropriate case by stipulation or order that no record need ve 
filed in the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact 
was questioned, all of the evidence should be included except such as by stipula- 
tion filed with the agency or in the court the parties concerned might agree to 
omit as immaterial to the questioned finding. The agency involved might at 
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its option, if the rules of the court of appeals in which the proceeding was pending 
did not require the printing of the entire record, file in the court the entire record 
without abbreviation. 

The bill would provide that the agency concerned may transmit to the court 
of appeals the original papers comprising the whole or any part of the record or 
any supplemental record, otherwise true copies certified by an authorized officer 
of the agency. Any original papers thus transmitted to the court of appeals are 
to be returned to the agency upon the final determination of the review or enforce- 
ment proceeding. Pending the final determination any such papers under the 
bill may be returned by the court temporarily to the custody of the agency con- 
cerned if needed for the transaction of the public business. Certified copies of 
papers included may be returned to the agency upon the final determination of 
the proceedings in the court of appeals 

Following these general provisions in the bill are a considerable number of 
sections amending provisions of present statutes relating to the judicial review 
or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies in order to bring them into 
harmony with the provisions of the proposed section 2112. Under the proposed 
bill the court of appeals would acquire jurisdiction of the proceeding upon the 
filing of the petition for review, although the record may not be filed until later. 
This is in accordance with the pattern of the latest congressional enactment on 
the subject, the act of December 29, 1950, relating to the review of orders of the 
Federal Communications Commission, and takes it out of the power of adminis 
trative agencies which they have under some present provisions to retard the 
gaining of full jurisdiction by the court of appeals by delaying the filing of the 
record Various other perfecting amendments of existing statutes are included 
in the bill 

It is believed that the bill if enacted will simplify the procedure for the review 
or enforcement by the courts of appeals of orders of administrative agencies, 
will be conducive to economy and expedition in the proceedings and in their 
determination and will therefore be in the interest of the litigants and the public 
It is accordingly hoped that the bill may be favorably considered by the Congress 
and in due course be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry P. CHANDLER. 


Mr. Quiatey. The first witness before the committee this morning 
will be the Honorable Judge Maris of Philadelphia. 
Judge Maris. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT B. MARIS, UNITED STATES CIRCUIT 
JUDGE, U. S. COURT OF APPEALS, THIRD CIRCUIT, PHILA- 
DELPHIA, PA. 


Judge Maris. Gentlemen, my name is Albert B. Maris. I am a 
circuit judge of the third judicial circuit, and I am, and have been 
for a number of years, Chairman of the Committee on Revision of 
the Laws of the Judicial Conference of the United States 

This is a somewhat technical appearing bill. In order that I may 
be precise, | have noted down my comments, and | would like, if | 
may, to just follow my manuscript pretty closely. 

In 1953, the Judicial Conference referred to its committee on revision 
of the laws a proposal that existing statutes be amended so as to permit 
administrative agencies whose orders are to be reviewed by a court of 
appeals to send to the court an abbreviated record where the whole 
record is not necessary, and so as to authorize the use of the original 
papers in appropriate cases in lieu of a transcript, the papers to be 
returned to the agency upon the completion of the review proceedings. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Do you have copies of that statement, Judge? 

Judge Maris. Unfortunately, | do not because I got this memoran- 
dum up a little hurriedly from various other papers. 
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i‘he committee concluded that the proposal had real merit. In a 
great many such cases, much ot the record is not relevant to the 
questions actually raised on review and to inchide it, as the statutes 
now require, involves a substantial waste of time and money in pre- 
paring the transcript. Moreover, it may well be found that sub- 
stantial savings in time and money can be effected if authority is 
given to use the original papers on review instead of a transcript. 

An examination of the statutes authormzing judicial review of 
orders of adiministrative agencies disclosed that many of them now 
specifically require a transcript of the entire record before the ad- 
ministrative agency to be filed by the agency in the court of appeals. 
The committee thought that these requirements should be eliminated 


except in those instances where for some reasori it is necessary to file 
the entire record 

The « rbyect could erhaps have been accomplished by a general 
tatute repealing all inconsiste nt provisions of the various acts pro- 
viding for jucdictal review of ugeney action. But this would leave the 


law in confusion as to what uecte provisions had been thus repealed 
by implication 

In order to deal comprehensively with the problem we became 
satisfied that it would be necessarv to amend many v of the existing 
statutes providing for review of agenev orders by courts of appeals 

In addition, it seems advisable to add a new section 2112 to title 28, 
which would confer rulemaking power m this field upon the courts 
of appeals with the approval of the Judicial Conference. Such a 
statute should, we believe, be modeled upon section 6 of the act of 
December 29, 1950 (5 U.S. C. 1036), which was enacted upon the 
recommendation of the Judicial Conference, and in the light of the 
uniform rules adopted thereunder by nearly all of the courts of appeals 
with the approval of the Conference 

The Committee on Re vision of the Laws of the ¢ onference accord- 
ingly prepared a tentative draft of such an amendatory statute, and 
we submitted it to all the judges of the courts of anpeals and to all 
the agencies involved for their study and their suggestions. 

We received a large number of constructive suggestions which we 
embodied in the revision of the bill which has been introduced « 
H. R. 6682 Discussions were had with manv agene ‘vy represents tives, 
and | am aware at this moment of no objections Lo = bill. It in- 
corporates the recommendations of the Presicdent’s Conference on 
Admunistrative Procedure in this field It has, of course, been 
approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States 

[ want to just briefly summarize what the bul does. The bill 
would add to title 28, United States Code, a new section 2112 entitled 


‘Record on Review and Enforcement of A FeTNCeV Orders.” The 
section includes enforcement as well as review proceedings. Sub- 
section (a) gives the courts of appeals power to adopt, with the ap- 


proval of the Judicial Conference, rules prescribing the time and man- 
ner of filing and the contents of the record im all such proceedings, 
inless the applicable statute makes specific provision on the subject. 
The general power granted by section 2112 (a), however, will render 
such specific statutory provisicns unnecessary hereafter. 

At the suggestion of the Securities and [xchange Commission, 
subsection (a) includes a provision that if proceedings have been in- 
stituted in two or more courts with respect to the same order, the 
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agency shall! file the record in that court which, in its judgment, will 
be most convenient to the parties, and the other courts shall then 
transfer their proceedings to it. That is a situation which can arise 
under the existing provisions. If persons in litigation which is in- 
volved live in different circuits, and each of them wants to review 
the same order, in that situation if proceedings have been instituted 
in two or more courts with respect to the same order, someone must 
determine in which of those courts the record shall be filed, and in 
which of those courts the proceedings shall be carried on. The bill, 
as I have said, at the suggestion of the Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission, provides that the agency shall file the record in that court 
which, in its judgment, will be the most convenient to the parties 
involved, and that the other courts in which proceedings to review 
the same order may have been filed, shall then transfer their proceed- 
ings to that court. 

Mr. Crumpackkr. I noticed that provision in glancing through the 
bill. I have some considerable doubt about the wisdom of it. Can 
you explain a little more fully the reasons for this provision? 

Judge Maris. The reasons are merely because some procedure 
must be followed to solve this difficulty where you have, as I said, 
an order made by the Securities and Exchange Commission involving 
some security, say, in which a number of persons are interested, 
living in several different circuits. Now, the venue for review is 
that a person files a petition for review in the circuit in which he 
lives, so that there might be petitions pending for review of the same 
order, petitions filed at the same time in the second circuit, the third 
circuit, and in the ninth circuit. 

Obviously, all three courts would not at the same time review the 
same order. That would be an absurd waste of time and a duplication 
of effort, and a burden on the court, so that the courts heretofore 
extra-legally have worked out a procedure under which the court 
in which the transcript is filed by the agency shall continue jurisdic- 
tion, and the other courts will transfer their proceedings to that 
court. 

Mr. Tayuor. Is that the procedure now, Judge Maris? 

Judge Maris. That is the procedure that has been developed by 
the courts of the United States, only there is no statutory provision 
for it. 

Mr. Taytor. Why do we want to wander from that method? 

Judge Maris. Because, and this is the Judicial Conference’s view, 
that gave the SEC unlimited authority without any rule or any 
standard to select the forum, because the statute provides that the 
court in which a petition to review an SEC order is filed, shall acquire 
jurisdiction upon the filing of the transcript in that court. That 
gave, you see, the SEC comple te authority to confer jurisdiction on 
whichever one of these courts it wished, without any standard or rule. 

Mr. Taytor. Well, does not this still leave it that wav? 

Judge Maris. Yes, but it sets up the standard that they shall file 
it in that court which will be most convenient to the parties involved. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, but the agency determines that. 

Judge Maris. Yes. There was a good deal of discussion of that 
point in the Judicial Conference, but the difficulty was, how can the 
courts determine it when there are 2 or 3 courts which have petitions 
pending. One court says, ‘‘We want it,’’ and another court may say 
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‘we want it,’’ whereas the the agency does have the obligation to file 
the record, and the procedure has been in the past that the agency 
did file the record, and we thought the best way to change that would 
be to put upon the agency a definite standard by which they could 
determine the night venue. 

Mr. CruMPACKER. It seems to me that a number of abuses could 
arise under such a provision. 

In the first place, suppose the affected parties live in Main and 

California and if you insist upon consolidating their actions, one of 
pee will have to travel across the country to pursue his claim or 
right. Another thing which could occur is that an agency through 
experience may learn which courts tend to uphold their viewpoint 
and which do not uphold their viewpoint, and, on the basis of such 
experience may develo the practice of selecting the forum where ther 
feel they have a better opportunity of winning their side of the case. 
Of course, lawyers learn from experience which courts are more apt 
to be favorable to their viewpoint and oftentimes select a forum ac- 
cordingly. Granting a Government agency such power over the 
citizenry is questionable public policy. 

Third, it occurs to me that if this review were to be had separately 
in different courts, then dissatisfied litigants would have a better 
basis for appeal to the Supreme Court. If there is a conflicting deter- 
mination of a question in separate circuits there would be a much 
better opportunity, perhaps, to get certiorari to the Supreme Court 
Whereas, if you rule out that possibility by this type of procedure in 
which one circuit court only is going to have the final say in this thing, 
it seems to me, in most cases, you rule out much possibility of appeal 
beyond that court. 

Judge Maris. All I can say is that the viewpoint that you have 
expressed has certainly much to commend it and the Judicial Con- 
ference had a discussion, I should say, almost exactly like this. I was 
there myself, and some of the judges expressed that point of view, 
but may I state that, in the last analysis, this is rather a rare excep- 
tion. Asa matter of fact, I think that there is a representative of the 
SEC here who, perhaps, will be able to say how many there are. 
There are not a grent many of those reviews in total number any more, 
but I think that these cases are really rather rare, but that some pro- 
vision should be made for them when they do arise. We wrestled 
with this thing awhile, and we came up with the idea that, perhaps, 
this is the best way to handle what is a rare situation, by putting 
upon an agency a standard which it must follow in respect to venue. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Why could not the court determine that on 
motion supported by representations of the parties? 

aes Maris. Which court? 

Mr. Crumpacker. Any court. Do you not suppose the court to 
which SEC elected to send the transcript could hold a hearing as 
to whether they were, or they were not, the most convenient court to 
the parties, and permit the parties to come in and present their side 
of that issue? 

Judge Maris. We set up a standard, and if it appears that standard 
has been very seriously departed from, the courts would certainly have 
at least a say then as to whether the agency had abused its discretion. 

Mr. BrickFreLp. It seems, Judge, that under this language, it 
would be the agency which would have the right to determine juris- 
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diction. In other words, you would have the ageney, in fact, con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon a particular court of appeals, would vou not? 

Judge Mants. It is not quite that, Mr. Brickfield. That is really 
the present situation because the present statute provides that juris- 
diction Lo hear and dee ice does not attach until the record has been 
filed, so that the agency is in a position to give jurisdiction to one court 
or another at the present time, but under this provision, as vou will 
see later, we are proposing to amend the statutes, so that jurisdiction 
vests upon the filing of a petition. That means that all the courts 
would have jurisdi LIOL, put there Hitlist bye sole method of ce i imuning 
which one will actually exercise 1 

Mr. BRICKFIELD | think the standard or ouide used, would be 
one of the greatest convenience for all of the parties, which would 
take wis the present discretionary function of the agency. 

Judge Manis. Yes, that is nght 

Mr. BrickrieLp. Of course, it would be a question of Congressional 
polic vas to whether that should remain in the court, because, after all. 
the agency is a partly to the action in most cases, and in most cases 


partisan 


Judge Manis. If vou thought wise, vou could undoubtedly substi 
tute for this Provision a provision providing that any one of tl courts 
in which a petition is filed may, upon application, determine whether 
it is the appropriate forum and make an order to that effect That 
could he done The Conference jusl did not vo tint far in develop 

gil 


Mii B ICKFIELD Is Lhere Li ile today thint permits a parts Lo one 


of these actions to move in an\ pars ular court to consolidate the 
appeals? 

Judo \l RIs Yeos, il was dey oped, a nh matte oft facet Hetweeh 
our court in the third circuit, and the second eirewit. in a series of 
cases The SEC filed 2 transcript i one or the othe ot the cireuits, 
let us sav in the second eiveuit. and the parties eame in and asked us 
to transf the petst1on Which thev filed with us to the second eweuit 
wher Li eccord Was Wi held that we had inherent powe! and i 
the interest of justice, lecided to do that lt was a little problemat 


Icai, but we did it 

That wa li thre ease of Col imbia Cail ane Gasoline Corporat oO? 

hange Commission (5 Cu 1943), 134 F. 2d 265 

also in the case of L. J Marquis d& Co. v. Securities & Hreha qe Com 
mission (134 F. 2d 335); also in the case of L. J Marquis “« Co. 
Securities an Erchange Commission (134 F. 2d 822 

Now, tne development ol this matter Ww il] De disclosed inh the opimions 
in those cases. It was just a problem which came to us. There was 


y > ; 4 
securities a Lt 


no stat tory provisio! t | en cover! ' that. but something had to he 
done at that time. 

Mr. Crumpacker. It has been a rather fundamental part of Oul 
jurisprudence that any litigant should have the opportunity to pursue 


his rights at a point coOnverent to his place ol residences This will 
arbitrarily decree that where a question may be brought up in several 
different jurisdictions all of the litigants, except those from one of 
those jurisdic 1100S will have Lo go LO the re maiming one to have their 
cases heard. Of course, our transportation is considerably better 
now than it used to be, so that it is not as much of an inconvemence 
as it once was to travel across the country, but 1 am just wondering 
about the advisability of establishing such a rule. 
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Judge Maris. We have it in a good many cases at the present 
time; in antitrust cases, and interpleader cases, and in Federal Com- 
munications Commission cases. The latter are practically all centered 
here in the District of Columbia, which means that the litigants 
must come to the District of Columbia. 

In the case of the SEC, they do not come here to Washington. 
They bring their suits where they live, so the District of Columbia 
will not be one of the forums to which the ‘y come. They will be the 
other mae of appeals which handle the review of these matters. 

Mr. Crumpacker. There are many cases where you have to come 
to W sbbiuaren: to pursue litigation connected with particular types 
of subject matters, and the ¢ ‘apital is a little more centrally located 
than some of these circuit courts. 

Judge Maris. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Taytor. Are all the FCC decisions reviewed in the circuit 
court here in the District of Columbia? 

Judge Maris. There is an option, I believe, in certain cases. I think 
the venue is exclusively here in some types of cases, and in other types 
of cases, there is an option of the circuit of residence of the petitioner 
rr the District of Columbia, but they almost always bring them here. 
| think a bar has developed here which is familiar with that type of 
litigation, and that litigation is unquestionably centered in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia today 

I do not think that we have ever had a case from the Federal Com- 
munications Commission in the third circuit. 

That is one of the problems that this bill seeks to deal with. Now, 
whether we deal with it in the best way or not is a matter of judgment. 
We realize that, but we are working to make some improvements in 
the law 

Turning then to subsection (b) of proposed section 2112, that sub- 
section provides for the shibteviihion of the record by tnelusion only 
of such material as the rules of court may require, or as the parties, 
including parties permitted to intervene by the court may stipulate, 
or as the court may designate by order. The stipulation or order 
may provide in an appropriate case, such as a petition for a consent 
decree oe a National Labor Relations Board order, that no 
record at all be filed 

May I stop ‘net here to Say that there is a case where a great deal 
of wasted time and effort can be avoided. One of the reasons why it 
Is Important that the various statutes be amended is so as to elim- 
inate these current requirements that the entire record be sent in, 
in order to constitute a basis for jurisdiction. We have many hun- 
dreds of cases in which the Labor Board petitions the court of appeals 
to enter a decree. The parties agree that a decree should be entered, 
but they must, nevertheless, send us the full record. There is abso- 
lutely no purpose to be served by that. It is already an agreed 
matter. ‘This would permit no record at all, just entering the petition. 

Mr. Crumpacker. This is more or less the heart of the bill, is i 
not? 

Judge Maris. Yes, I think that is correct. 

These provisions will enable the parties to abbreviate the record by 
eliminating all material not relevant to the question actually raised on 
review, with consequent savings of time and expense. Provision is 
made that additional portions of the record may be ordered by the 
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court if found to be needed. Moreover, if the correctness of a finding 
of fact is in issue all the evidence is to be included in the record except 
such as the parties by stipulation agree to omit as wholly immaterial 
to the questioned finding. This will enable the court to perform its 
duty under section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act to 
‘review the whole record or such portions thereof as may be cited by 
any party.” 

In other words, you have put standards upon the courts as to the 
review of questions of fact so that we must consider the whole record, 
and we do not want the statute to impinge on the submission to the 
court of all the relevant evidence, if that is involved in the review of 
the case, but, of course, that part of the evidence which everybody 
agrees has no bearing, we can safely omit. 

Certain of the agencies represented to our committee that in some 
cases it would be much more costly of time and money and seriously 
delay the proceedings to attempt to abbreviate the record than to send 
it all to the court of appeals and they accordingly opposed any compul- 
sory provision for abbreviation by rule or order without their consent. 
We believed that there was merit in this point and subsection (b) 
accordingly includes a proviso giving the agencies the right, at their 
option, to file the entire record, restricted, however, to those courts 
only which, in view of their use of the appendix or modified printed 
record system, do not.require the entire record to be printed 

In other words if, under the rules of the court of appeals the whole 
record sent up does not have to be printed, but only material excerpts 
from it, then it may be that it will be cheaper for the agency to bundle 
up the whole business and send it in than to have people go through it, 
picking out the excerpts. We realize that under this statute, that be- 
comes a consideration for the agency as to which is less expensive and 
as to which procedure they may follow. 

Subsection (c) authorizes the transmittal of the original papers, 
instead of certified copies, as the record in review and enforcement 
proceedings. As originally drawn this was to be compulsory if the 
rules or orders of the court so provided and optional with the agencies 
in the absence of such rules or orders. A number of the agencies 
pointed out to our committee that their records were public records 
which were required to be kept in their offices open to public inspec- 
tion; also that in many cases an agency must retain the original papers 
in a proceeding before it for use in connection with another related 
case not on review. The agencies strongly urged that the compulsory 
feature of the original papers provision be eliminated. Our committee 
acquiesced and eliminated this feature from the bill which now 
authorizes the transmittal of the original papers as the record solely 
at the option of the agency. The bill provides, however, that this 
may apply to a part of the record also, so that the agency may transmit 
some original papers and certified copies of others. 

It is entirely up to them. 

The bill requires the return of any original papers at the conclusion 
of the case and this has now been broadened to permit the return also 
of certified copies which were included in the record. Certain agencies 
informed your committee that they would make use of such copies if 
returned and their return will relieve a serious storage problem in the 
offices of the clerks of the courts of appeals. 
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As I have stated, an examination of the statutes providing for the 
enforcement or review of particular agency orders indicated that most 
of them would require amendment to bring them into harmony with 
the provisions of proposed section 2112. Many of the statutes require 
the entire record before the agency to. be filed. Some of them also 
provide that the court gets jurisdiction upon the filing of the petititioa 
for review. Many others provide, however, that jurisdiction is not 
acquired until the filing of the transcript of the record. 

We believe that the latter provision is illogical and unwise, illogical 
since it places it within the power of the agency to delay the acquisi- 
tion of full jurisdiction by the court and unwise since it raises a serious 
question as to the extent of the court’s power to make orders relating 
to the filing of the record or other preliminary orders between the time 
of filing the petition for review and the time the record is actually filed. 

The bill, accordingly, follows the pattern of the latest congressional 
enactment on the subject, the act of December 29, 1950, the so-called 
Hobbs Act, relating to the review of orders of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission and certain other agencies, by proposing to amend 
the various statutes to provide in all cases that the reviewing court 
shall acquire jurisdiction upon the filing of the petition for review. 

In the cases of the Federal Trade Commission Act, the Clayton Act, 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, the National Labor Relations Act, 
the Federal Power Act, and the Natural Gas Act, the existing law 
provides that the agency may modify or set aside its order after a 
petition for review has been filed, and up to the time of the filing of the 
record. In other words, the agency has a period in there in which it 
can further act or, perhaps, reconsider. The Judicial Conference 
agrees with the agencies that this power should be retained. The bill, 
therefore, proposes to amend these statutes so that, although juris- 
diction shall be acquired by the court upon the filing of a petition for 
review, the jurisdiction shall not become exclusive until the filing of 
the record. 

Certain perfecting amendments of the various statutes have been 
included in the bill. Thus it is provided that the clerk of the court shall 
transmit a copy of a petition for review to the agency concerned. This 
removes a present ambiguity on this point. Also “record” is substi- 
tuted for “‘transcript’’ and in each case the record is required to be filed 
“as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’, thus 
bringing into play all the provisions of that proposed section and 
rendering it unnecessary to repeat in each statute providing for ju- 
dicial review the detailed provisions relating to the record which now 
appear in some of them. Since many of these existing provisions are 
inconsistent with the plan of section 2112, they are proposed to be 
eliminated by the amendatory section of the bill. 

That is a statement of the purpose and effect of the bill and I submit 
a draft of the bill prepared as required by the Ramseyer rule. We 
show in the case of each amendatory section exactly what is being 
dropped out, and what now is being added. That makes it much 
more understandable for you in examining those sections. 

(The bill above referred to is as follows:) 
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A BILL To authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administra 
tive agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for other 
purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That the analysis of chapter 133 of title 28 of the 

United States Code, immediately preceding section 2101 of such title, is amended 

by inserting at the end thereof the following additional item: 


‘2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders.” 


Sec. 2. Chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended by in- 
serting at the end of such chapter immediately following section 2111 an addi- 
tional section, as follows: 


“*§ 2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders. 


(a) The several courts of appeals shall have power to adopt, with the approval 
of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules prescribing the time and 
manner of filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the 
courts of appeals to enjoin, set aside, suspend, modify or otherwise review or 
enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions and officers, in 
whicn the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe such time or manner 
of filing or contents of the record. The record in such proceedings shall be 
certified and filed in the court of appeals by the agency, board, commission Or 
officer concerned within the time and in the manner prescribed by such rules. 
If proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals with respect 
to the same order the agency, board, commission or officer concerned shall file 
the record in that one of such courts in which in its judgment the proceedings 
may be carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties involved. The 
other courts in which such proceedings are pending shall thereupon transfer them 
to the court of appeals in which the record has been filed. 

**(b) The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall 
consist of the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report 
upon which it is based, and the pleadings, evidence and proceedings before the 
agency, board, commission or officer concerned, or such portions thereof (1) a 
the said rules of the court of appeals may require to be included therein, or (2 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review 
or respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the 
court proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission 
or officer concerned or in the court in any such proceeding may consistently with 
the rules of such court designate to be included therein, or (3) as the court upon 
motion of a party or, after a prehearing conference, upon its own motion may 
by order in anv such proceeding designate to be included therein. Such a stipu 
lation or order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed 
in the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact by the 
agency, board, commission or officer is in question all of the evidence before the 
agency, board, commission or officer shall be included in the reeord except such 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or 
respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission o1 
officer concerned or in the court agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the ques 
tioned finding. If there is omitted from the record any portion of the proceedings 
before the agency, board, commission or officer which the court subsequently de- 
termines to be necessary for it to consider to enable it to review or enforce the 
order in question the court may direct that such additional portion of the pro- 
ceedings be filed as a supplement to the record. If the rules of the court of appeals 
in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire record 
in that court the ageney, board, commission or officer concerned may, at its optior 
and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, filed in the court 
the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation 

**(e) The agency, board. commission, or officer concerned may transmit to 
the court of appeals the original papers comprising the whole or any part of the 
record or any supplemental record, otherwise true copies of such papers certified 
by an authorized officer or deputy of the ageney, board, commission or officer 
concerned shall be transmitted Any original papers thus transmitted to thi 
court of appeals shall be returned to the agency, board, commission, or officer 
concerned upon the final determination of the review or enforcement proceeding 
Pending such final determination any such papers may be returned by the court 
temporarily to the custody of the agency, board, commission or officer coneerned 
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if needed for the transaction of the public business. Certified copies of any papers 
included in the record or any supplemental record may also be returned to the 
agency, board, commission, or officer concerned upon the final determination of 
review proceedings. 

Sec. 3. (a) The sixth sentence of subsection (b) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112), is amended to read as follows: 
“Until the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for review, if no 
such petition has been duly filed within such time, or, if a petition for review has 
been filed within such time then until [the transcript of] the record in the pro- 
ceeding has been filed in court of appeals of the United States, as hereinafter pro- 
vided, the Commission may at any time, upon such notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any report 
or any order made or issued by it under this section.”’ 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (c) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112-113), are amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Commission, and thereupon the Commission [forth- 
with] shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the [entire] record 
in the proceeding, [including all the evidence taken and the report and order 
of the Commission] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon such filing of the petition [and transcript] the court shall have jurisdiction 
of the proceeding and of the question determined therein and shall have power 
to make and enter [upon the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings set forth in 
such transcript] a decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside the order of the 
Commission, and enforcing the same to the extent that such order is affirmed 
and to issue such writs as are ancillary to its jurisdiction or are necessary in its 
judgment to prevent injury to the publie or to competitors pendente lite,” 

c) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as 
amended (52 Stat. 113), is amended to read as follows: 

‘(d) [The] Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals of the United States to affirm, enforce, modify or set aside orders of the 
Commission shall be exclusive’”’ (15 U.S. C., see. 45, Federal Trade Commission). 

Sec. 4. (a) The sixth sentence of the second paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), is amended to read as follows: 
‘Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing shall have been filed in a United 
States court of appeals, as hereinafter provided, the Commission or Board may at 
any time, upon such notice, and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify 
or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued by it 
under this section.” 

(b) The first and second sentences of the third paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), are amended to read as 
follows: 

“Tf such person fails or neglects to obey such order of the Commission or Board 
while the same is in effect the Commission or Board may apply to the United 
States court of appeals, within any circuit where the violation complained of 
was or is being committed or where such person resides or carries on business, for 
the enforcement of its order, and shall [certify and] file [with its application a 
transcript of] the [entire] record in the proceeding, [including all the tsetimony 
taken and the report and order of the Commission or Board] as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon such filing of the application [and 
transcript] the court shall cause notice thereof to be served upon such person, and 
thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined 
therein, and shall have power to make and enter [upon the pleadings, testimony, 
and proceedings set forth in such transcript] a decree affirming, modifying, or 
setting aside the order of the Commission or Board,” 

(c) The second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1128), are amended to read as 
follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to the Commission or Board and thereupon the Commission 
or Board [forthwith] shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the 
record in the proceeding, as [hereinbefore] provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of [the transcript] such petition the court 
shall have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order of the 
the Commission or Board as in the case of an application by the Commission or 


(Notr.—The new statutory provisions inserted by the amendments are italicized 
and the present statutory provisions’ stricken out by the amendments are en- 


closed in [brackets].) 
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Board for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of the Commission or 
Board as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence, determined as provided 
in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like manner be con- 
clusive.”’ 

(d) The fifth paragraph of section 11 of the Act of October 15, 1914, 
as amended (64 Stat. 1128), is amended to read as follows: 

“TThe] Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the United States 
court of appeals to enforce, set aside, or modify orders of the Commission or Board 
shall be exclusive” (15 U.S. C., sec. 21, Interstate Commerce Commission, Federal] 
Communications Commission, Civil Aeronautics Board, Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System). 

Sec. 5. The fourth and fifth sentences of the first paragraph of section 2 of 
the Act of July 28, 1916 (39 Stat. 425), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy 
of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Post Office Department and thereupon the said department [forth- 
with] shell [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record, [and 


testimony ], as provided in section 2112 of title 28. United States Code Upon the 
filing of such [transcript] petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set 
aside, or modify the order of the department” (39 U.S. C., see. 576, Postmaster 


General (District of Columbia Circuit only)). 

Src. 6 (a) Subsection (c) of section 203 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows 

‘“(e) Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing has been filed in a 
court of appeals of the United States, as provided in section 204, the Secretary 
at any time, upon such notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only 
after reasonable opportunity to the packer to be heard, may amend or set aside 
the report or order, in whole or in part” (7 U. 8. C., see. 193, Secretary of 
Agriculture 

b) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), are amended to read as follows: 

‘(b) The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to 
be delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of} the record it 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, and the report and 
orde rj as provided in section 2112 Of lille 2s United States Code If before such 
{tra script] record is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside his report or order 
n whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such time as 


the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary 

any time after such [transcript] pelition is filed the court, on applica 
tion of the Secretary, may issue a temporal Injunction restraining, to the exten 
it deems proper, the packer and his officers, directors, agents, and employees, 
from lating any of the provisions of the order pending the final determinatio 
of the appeal’ (7 U.S. C., see. 194, Secretary of Agriculture 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (h) of section 204 of the Packers and stocl 

vards Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows 
I The court of appeais shall have [i XCLUSIVE J jurisdiction which upon the 


filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, to review, and to affirm, set aside, or 
modify, such orders of the Secretary, 
except that it shall be subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon certiorari, as provided in section [240 of the Judicial Code] 1254 of 
title 28, if such writ is duly applied for within sixty days after entry of the decree’ 
(7 U.S. C., see. 194, Secretary of Agriculture 

Sec. 7. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (a) of section 6 of the Cominodity 
Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1001), is amended to read as follows: ‘The clerk of the 
court in which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof 
to be delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture, chairman of said commission, o 
anv member thereof, and the said commission shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
such proceedings [including the notice to the board of trade, a copy of the charge 
the evidence, and the report and order], as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United Staies Code’ (7 U.S. C., see. 8, Contract Market Commission 

(b) The seventh and eighth sentences of paragraph (b) of section 6 of thi 
Commodity Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1002), as amended, are amended to read as 
follows: A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the cler of the court to the Secre tary of Agriculture [by delivering such copy 
to him] and thereupon the Secretary of Agriculture shall [forthwith certify and] 
file in the court [[a transcript of] the record theretofore made, [including evi 
dence received] a ection 2112 of title 28, United States Code U 


and the decree of such court shall be final 





provided n Dor 
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the filing of the [transcript] petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, 
to set aside, or modify the order of the Secretary of Agriculture, and the findings 
of the Secretary of Agriculture as to the facts, if supported by the weight of 
evidence, shall in like manner be conelusive”’ (7 U. 8S. C., see. 9, Secretarv of 
Agriculture). 

Sec. 8. The third and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of subsection (b) 
of section 641 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (49 Stat. 865), are amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served _— 
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary of the Treasury, or [upon 
any officer designated by him for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such 
court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, 
in whole or in part’’ (19 U.S. C., see. 1641, Secretary of the Treasury). 

Sec. 9. The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 9 of the Securities Act 
of 1933 (48 Stat. 80) is amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition 
shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Com- 
mission, and thereupon the Commission shall [certify and] file in the court 
{a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained of was entered, 
as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’ (15 U. 8. C., see. 77, 
Securities and Exchange Commission). 

Sec. 10. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 25 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 901), are amended to read as follows: 
‘“A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Commission, and thereupon the Commissior 
shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the 
order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon the filing of such iteneesinnl petition such court shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, and enforce or set aside such order, in 
whole or in part’”’ (15 U. S. C., see. 78y, Securities and Exchange Commission) 

Sec. 11. The third sentence of subsection (c) of section 18 of the Act of June 18, 
1934 (48 Stat. 1002), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the court in 
which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to be delivered 
to the Board aud it shall [forthwith prepare, certify, and] therewpon file in the 
court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in the proceedings held before 
it under this seetion, [the charges, the evidence, and the order revoking the 
vrant J as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’? (19 U.S. C 
sec. 8lr, Foreign Trade Zone Board 

Sec. 12. The second sentence of subsection (d) of section 402 of the Con 
munications Act of 1934, as amended (66 Stat. 719). is amended to read as follows 
‘Within thirty days after the filing of an appeal, the Commission shall file with 
the court [a copy of the order complained of, a full statement in writing of the 
facts and grounds relied upon by it in support of the order involved upon said 
appeal, and the originals or certified coples of all papers and evidence presented 
Lo and considered bv it in entering said order] the record upon wi ich the order 


complained of was entered 1s provided in section 2112 of tatle 8. United States 
Code”’ (47 U.S. C., sec. 402, Federal Communications Commission (District of 
Columbia Circuit only 


Sec. 13. (a) Section (d) of section LO of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended (61 Stat. 147), is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) Until [a transcript of] the record in a case shall have been filed in a 
court, as hereinafter provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole 
or In part, any finding or order made or issued by it.”’ 

(b) The first, second, fifth, and seventh sentences of subsection (e of section 10 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 147), are amended to 
read as follows: 

‘(e) The Board shall have power to petition any court of appeals of the United 
States [(including the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Colum- 
bia)], or if all the courts of appeals to which application may be made are in 
vacalion. “nV distriet court of the | nited States [ mciuding the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia) J, within any cireuit or district, 
respectively, wherein the unfair labor practice in question occurred or wherein 
such person resides or transacts business, for the enforeement of such order and 
for appropriate temporary relief or restraining order, and shall [certify and] 
file in the court [a transcript of J the [entire] record in the proceedings, [including 
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the pleadings and testimony upon which such order was entered and the finding 
and order of the Board] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Cod: 
Upon [such] the filing of such petition, the court shall cause notice thereof to be 
served upon such person, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding 
and of the question determined therein, and shall have power to grant ‘uae tem- 
porary relief or restraining order as it deems just, and proper, and to make and 
enter [upon the pleadings, testimony, and proceedings set forth in such transcript] 
a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in 
whole or in part the order of the Board. * * * If either party shall apply to 
the court for leave to adduce additional evidence and shall show to the satisfac 
tion of the court that such additional evidence is material and that there wer 
reasonable grounds for the failure to adduce such evidence in the hearing before 
the Board, its nember, agent, or agency, the court may order such additional 
evidence to be taken before the Board, its members, agent, or agency, and to be 
made a part of the [transcript] record. * * * [The] Upon the filing of the record 
with it the jurisdiction of the court shall be exelusive and its judgment and decree 
shall be final, except that the same shall be subject to review by the appropri 
United States court of appeals if application was made to the district court as 
hereinabove provided, and by the Supreme Court of the United States upon writ 
of certiorari or certification as provided i 1 [section s 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended (U.S. C., title 28. sees 346 ind 347) section 1254 of title 28. 

c) The second and third sentences of subsection (f) of section 10 of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 148), are amended to read 
as follows: “‘A copy of such petition shail be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Board, and thereupon the aggrieved party shall 
file in the court [a transcript of] the [entire] record in the proceeding, certified 
by the Board [including the pleading and testimony upon which the order com 
plained of was entered, and the findings and order of the Board] as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] the filing of such peti- 
tion, the court shall proceed in the same manner as in the case of an application 
by the Board under subsection (e) of this section, and shall have the same [exclu 
sive J jurisdiction to grant to the Board such temporary relief or restraining order 
as it deems just and proper, and in like manner to make and enter a decree enfort 
ing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in whole or in part 
the order of the Board; the findings of the Board with respect to questions of 
fact if supported by substantial evidence on the record considered as a whole 
shall in like manner be conclusive” (29 U. 3S. C., sec. 160, National Labor Rela 
tions Board 

Sec. 14. The third and fourth sentences of subsection (h) of section 4 of the 
Federal Aicohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 980), as amended, are amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] 
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary, or Lupon] any officer desig- 
nated by him for that purpose, and Shereupon the Secretary shall [certify and] 
file in the court {a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained 


of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code Upon 
the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have e haste jurisdiction 
to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or in part”’ (27 U. 5. C., see 
204, Secretary of the Treasury 

sec. 15 The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 24 of tl 
Publie Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 834), are amended to read 
as follows: A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [s rved upon] transmitted by 


the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission, or [upon] any officer 
thereof designated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the 
Commission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon 
which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court sh all 
have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or 


in part (15 U.S. C., see. 79x, Securities and Exchange Commission) 

Sec. 16 (a) Subsection (a) of section 313 of the Federal Power Aet, as 
amended (49 Stat. 860), is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional 
sentence reading as follows: ‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed 


in a court of appeals, as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time 
upon reasonable notice and in such manner as it shall deem prope r, modify or se 
aside, in whole or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it. 

(b) The seeond and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 313 of the 
Federal Power Act, as amended (49 Stat. 860), are amended to read as follows “A 
copy of such petition shall forthwith be [se rved upon] transn itte d by the clerk « 
the court to any member of the Commission and thereupon the Commission shi ‘il 
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[certify and] file with the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order 
complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have [exclu- 
sive] jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, to 
affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part’”’ (16 U.S. C., see. 825i, 
Federal Power Commission). 

Sec. 17. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 611 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (52 Stat. 961), are amended to read as 
follows: “‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith Prerves upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to any member of the Board, or [upon] any officer thereof 
designated by the Board for that purpose, and thereupon the Board shall [certify 
and J file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained 
of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to determine whether such cancellation or default was without just cause, and to 
affirm or set aside such order” (46 U.S. C., see. 1181 (b), Federal Maritime Board 
(District of Columbia Circuit only)). 

Sec. 18. Subsection (c) of section 1006 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
(52 Stat. 1024), is amended to read as follows: 

‘“(c) A copy of the petition shall, upon filing, be forthwith transmitted to the 
Board by the clerk of the court; and the Board shall thereupon [certify and] 
file in the court [a transcript of] the record, if any, upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’’ 
(49 U. 8. C., see. 646, Civil Aeronautics Board). 

Sec. 19. (a) Subsection (a) of section 19 of the Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence reading as 
follows: ‘‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a court of appeals, 
as provided in subsection (b). the Commission may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in 
part, any finding or order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 19 of the 
Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), are a nended to read as follows: “.\ copy of such 
petition shall forthwith be [served upon ] transmitted by the clerk of the court to 
any member of the Commission and thereupon the Confinission shall [certify 
and] file with the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon the filing of such petition [transcript] such court shall have [exclusive] 
jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, to affirm, 
modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part” (15 U.S. C., see. 717r, Federal 
Power Commission). 

Sec. 20. (a) The first and second sentences of paragraph (2) of subsection (i) 
of section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act, as added by the 
Act of July 22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

‘*(2) In the case of 2 petition with respect to an order under subsection (d) (5) 
or (e), a copy of the petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary, or [upon] any officer designated by him for 
that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall [certify and] file in the court 
[a transcript] the record of the proceedings [and the record] on which he based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] 
the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the order complained of in whole or in part.” 

(b) The first and second sentences of panera (3) of subsection (i) of section 
408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the Act of July 
22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

**(3) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (1), a 
copy of the petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitied by the clerk of 
the court to the Secretary of Agriculture, or [upon] any officer designated by him 
for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall [certify and] file in the court 
[a transcript] the record of the proceedings [and the record] on which he based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of litle 28, United States Code. Upon [such] 
the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the order complained of in whole or in part” (21 U.S. C., see. 346a, 
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, Secretary of Agriculture). 

Sec. 21. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (f) of section 701 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (52 Stat. 1055), as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: ‘““The Secretary [promptly upon service of the 
summons and petition, ] thereupon shall [certify and] file in the court the [trans- 
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script] record of the proceedings [and the record] on which the Secretary based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’ (21 U. 3. C., 
sec. 371, Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare). 

Sec. 22. The sccord and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 10 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1065), as amended, are amended to 
read as follows: “‘A copy of such petition shall forthwith be [[served upon] 
transmitied by the clerk of the court to the Secretary, and thereupon the Secretary 
shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the 
order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have 
exclusive Sareea to affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole.or in 
part, so far as it is cpplicable to the petitioner” (29 U.S. C., see. 210, Secretary of 
Labor). 

Sec. 23. The fourth, fifth, sixth, and eighth sentences of subsection (f) of 
section 5 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as amended (52 Stat. 
1100), are amended to read as follows: ‘ Within fifteen days after receipt of service, 
or within such additional time as the court may allow, the Board shall [ce rtify 
and] file with the court in which such petition has been filed [a transcript of J 
the record upon which the findings and decision complained of are based, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] the filing 
of such petition the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction of the proceeding and 
of the question determined therein, and shall give precedence in the adjudication 
thereof over all other civil cases not otherwise entitled by law to precedence. 
It shall have power to enter [upon the pleadings and transcript of the record,] a 
decree affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the Board, with or without 
remanding the cause for rehearing. * * * No additional evidence shall be 
received by the court, but the court may order additional evidence to be taken 
before the Board, and the Board may, after hearing such additional evidence, 
modify its findings of fact and conclusions and file such additional or modified 
findings and conclusions with the court, and the Board shall file with the court 
{a transcript of] the additional record” (45 U. 8. C., see. 355, Railroad Retire- 
ment Board). 

Src. 24. (a) Subsection (c) of section 409 of the Federal Seed Act (53 Stat. 
1287, is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing has been filed in « court 
of appeals as provided in section 410, the Secretary of Agriculture at anv time, 
upon such notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable 
opportunity to the person to be heard, may ane nd or set aside the report or order, 
in whole or in part” (7 U.S. C., see, 1599, Secretary of Agriculture). 

(b) The second and third paragraphs of section 410 of the Fede ral Seed Act 
Act (53 Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to be 
delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, and the report and 
order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. If before svch 
[transcript] record is filed, the Secretary amends or sets aside his report or order, 
in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such time as 
the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

“At any time after such [transcript] petttzon is filed the court, on application 
of the Secretary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it 
deems proper, the person and his officers, directors, agents, and employees from 
violating any of the provisions of the order pending the final determination of the 
appeal” (7 U.S. C., sec. 1660, Secretary of Agriculture). 

(ec) The first and second sentences of section 411 of the Federal Seed Act (53 
Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 411. If any person against whom an order is issued under section 409 
fails to obey the order, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the United States, by its 
Attorney General, may apply to the court of appeals of the United States, within 
the circuit where the person against whom the order was issued resides or has his 
principal place of business, for the enforcement of the order, and shall [certify 
and] file [with.its application a full and acevrate transcript of J the record in 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, the report, and the 
order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon such 
filing of the application [and trans cript] the court shall cause notice thereof to 
be served upon the person against whom the order was issued” (7 U.S. C., see 
1601, Seeretary of Agriculture). 
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Sec. 25. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 43 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 844), are amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] trans- 
mitted by the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission or Sonoad any 
officer thereof designated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon 
the Commission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such 
court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, 
in whole or in part”? (15 U. 8. C., see. 80a—42, Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission). 

Sec. 26. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 213 of the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 855), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘A copy of such pctition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission, or [upon] any officer 
thereof designed by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Com- 
mission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon 
which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall 
have exclusive ee to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or 
in part” (15 U. , sec. 80b—13, Securities and Exchange Commission). 

SEc. 27. (a The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of seetion 
632 of the Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act (60 Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: ‘“‘The Surgeon General shall 
{forthwith certify and] thereupon file in the court the [transcript] record of the 
proceedings [and the record] on which he based his action, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code.”’ 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of section 632 of the 
Act of July |, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction Act (60 
Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows 

(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon General, unless substantially contrary 
to the weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive; but che court, for good cause 
shown, may remand the case to the Surgeon General to take further evidence, and 
the Surgeon General may thereupon make new or modificd findings of fact and 
may modify his previous action, and shall [certify to] file in the court the [tran- 
script and] record of the further proceedings” (42 U. 8. C., sec. 291j, Public 
Health Service). 

Sec. 28. The fourth sentence of subsection (ec) of section 205 of the Sugar Act 
of 1948 (61 Stat. 927), is amended to read as follows: ‘Within thirty days after 
the filing of said appeal the Secretary shall file with the court the [originals or 
certified copies of all papers and evidence presented to him upon the hearing 
involved, a like copy of his decision thereon, a full statement in writing of the 
facts and grounds for his decisions as found and given by him] record upon which 
the decision complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code, and a list of all interested persons to whom he has mailed or otherwise 
delivered a copy of said notice of appeal” (7 U. 5S. C., see. 1115, Secretary of 
Agriculture (District of Columbia Circuit only 

Src. 29. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 14 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1001), are amended to read as follows: 
‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmiited by the 
clerk of the court to the Board, and thereupon the Board shall [certify and] file 
in the court [a transcript] of the [entire] record in the proceeding, [including 
all evidence taken and the report and order of the Board] as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. [Th reupon] Upon the filing of such peti- 
tion the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and shall have power to 
affirm or set aside the order of the Board; but the court may in its discretion 
and upon its own motion transfer any action so commenced to the United States 
Court of Appeals for the circuit wherein the petitioner resides’ (50 U. 8. C 
sec. 793, Subversive Activities Control Roard). 

Sec. 30. (a) Subsection (e) of section 110 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(64 Stat. 1028), is amended to read as follows: 

‘(e) Until [a transcript of] the record in a case shall have been filed in a 
court, as hereinafter provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole 
or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it’’ (50 U.S. C., see. 820, De- 
tention Review Board). 


7 


(25) 











70 ABBREVIATED RECORDS IN REVIEWING PROCEEDINGS 


(b) The third and fifth sentences of subsection (c) of section 111 of the In 
ternal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1028), are amended to read as follows: 
‘“‘The Board shall thereupon file in the court [a duly certified transcript of ] the 
[entire] record of the proceedings before the Board with respect to the matter 
concerning which judicial review is sought, [including all evidence upon which 
the order complained of was entered, the findings and order of the Board] as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. * * * [Thereupon] Upon 
the filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding, which 
upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, and shall have power to affirm, 
modify, or set aside, or to enforce or enforce as modified the order of the Board”’ 
(50 U.S. C., see. 821, Detention Review Board). 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (d) of section 111 of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950 (60 Stat. 1029), is amended to read as follows: 

““(d) If either party shall apply to the court for leave to adduce additional 
evidence and shall show to the satisfaction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grounds for the failure to 
adduce such evidence in the hearing before the Board or its hearing examiner 
the court may order such additional evidence to be taken before the Board or 
its hearing examiner and to be made a part of the [transcript] record’’ (50 
U. S. C., see. 821, Detention Review Board). 

Src. 31. (a) Section 6 of the Act of December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1130), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. [Within the time prescribed by, and in accordance with the require 
ments of, rules promulgated by the court of appeals in which the proceeding is 
pending, unless] Unless the proceeding has been terminated on a motion to 
dismiss the petition, the agency shall file in the office of the clerk of the court of 
appeals in which the proceeding is pending the record on review, [duly certified, 
consisting of the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency. or 
such portions thereof as such rules shall require to be included in such record, or 
such portions thereof as the petitioner and the agency, with the approval of the 
court of appeals, shall agree upon in writing] as provided in section 2112 of titl: 
28, United States Code’ (5 U.S. C., see. 1036, Federal Communications Commis 
sion, Secretary of Agriculture, Federal Maritime Board, Maritime Administration, 
Atomic Energy Commission). 

(b) The second sentence of subsection (c) of section 7 of the Act of December 
29, 1950 (64. Stat. 1131), is amended to read as follows: ‘“‘The agency may 
modify its findings of fact, or make new findings, by reason of the additional 
evidence so taken and may modify or set aside its order and shall file [a certified 
transcript of] in the court such additional evidence, such modified findings or 
new findings, and such modified order or the order setting aside the original 
order” (5 U.S. C., see. 1037, Federal Communications Commission, Secretary of 
agriculture, Federal Maritime Board, Maritime Administration, Atomie Energy 
Commission). 

Sec. 32. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 208 of 
the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, as amended (66 Stat. 702), are amended to 
read as follows: ‘Upon receipt of such copy of a notice of appeal the Board shall 
[promptly certify and] file in such court [a complete transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was made, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. The costs of certifying and filing such [transcript] 
record shall be paid by the party making [the] such appeal” (30 U. 8. C., see 
478, Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review). 

Sec. 33. This act shall not be construed to repeal or modify any provision of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 


A BILL To provide tor reasonable notice to the agency of applications to the courts of appeals for inter 
locutory relief against orders of the Civil Aeronautics Board, the Federal Communications Commission, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Federal Maritime Board and the Atomic Energy Commission 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of subsection (d) of 

section 1006 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1024; 49 U.S. C., see 

646), as amended, is further amended to read as follows: ‘‘Upon good cause shown 

and after reasonable notice to the Board, interlocutory relief may be granted by 

stay of the order or by such mandatory or other relief as may be appropriated[: 

Provided, That no interlocutory relief may be granted except upon at least five 

days’ notice to the Board]. 

Sec. 2. The third sentence of subsection (b) of section 9 of the Act of December 

29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1132; 5 U. 8S. C., see. 1039), is amended to read as follows: 

“In cases where irreparable damage would otherwise ensue to the petitioner, the 
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court of appeals may, on hearing, after [not less than five days’] reasonable 
notice to the agency and to the Attorney General, order a temporary stay or 
suspension, in whole or in part, of the operation of the order of the agency for 
not more than sixty days from the date of such order pending the hearing on the 
application for suc h interlocutory injunction, in which case such order of the court 
of appeals shall contain a specific finding, based on evidence submitted to the 
court of appeals, and identified by reference thereto, that such irrepars able damage 
would result to petitioner and specifying the nature of such damage. 

Judge Maris. That is my statement. I shall be glad to answer 
any further quesi.ous that the members of the committee may have 

Mr. Crumpacker. I take it that you have determined that it 
would be impossible to accomplish these purposes through amend- 
ments to existing laws, through general amendments which have 
application to all cases, but that you have to take them up indi- 
vidually and specifically? 

Judge Maris. It seemed to us that that was by far the better way 
to do it. If you make a general statute and say, ‘“This repeals all 
other statutes which are inconsistent herewith’’, you put a burden oa 
those who prepare the revisions of the United States Code to deter- 
mine what is actually repealed and what is not repealed. It is a 
difficult problem to handle. The clean-cut way to do it is for Con- 
gress to say exactly what it intends in each case. 

That is what we have sought to do in order to carry out these 
general principles, that I have referred to, successfully. 

No amendments are made that do anything other than to correct 
these statutes procedurally along the lines of the proposals which I 
have mentioned, and I would certainly think it would be very helpful 
to the petitioners and to the agencies if the specific provisions were 
inserted in this way so that there could be no doubt about the pro- 
cedure to be followed. 

Mr. BrickriELp. Judge Maris, the bill permits the several courts 
of appeals to adopt these rules with the approval of the Judicial Con- 
ference. 

Judge Maris. Yes. 

Mr. BrickFieLp. Is there any specific reason why the Judicial Con- 
ference was selected as the body to give approval? Why not have the 
Supreme Court approve the rules since, as I understand it, both the 
Criminal and the Civil Rules of Federal Procedure are promulgated 
by the Supreme Court. Why not have that court approve the rules? 

Judge Maris. No, the Judicial Conference is the chief adminis- 
trative body. I should say, of the judicial branch of the Government. 
The reason we did that is because that is what was done in the case 
of the Hobbs Act. 

For 6 years we have had exactly that provision with respect to 
rules relating to the review of those agencies which came within the 
provisions of the Hobbs Act, the Federal Communications Commission 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Federal Maritime Board, the Atomic 
Energy Commission and 1 or 2 others. As a practical matter, it has 
worked out well. 

It would not take away from the courts the authority to make 
rules suitable for their conditions, but by providing that those rules 
must be approved by the Judicial Conference, it gives a uniformity of 
approach which has worked out very well in the case of the Hobbs 
Act. 
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As a matter of fact, I may say that the way it has worked has 
been this, that a committee of the Judicial Conference, of which I 
happen to be a member, so that I know about this procedure, sug- 
gested uniform rules under the Hobbs Act, and made those rules 
broad enough to cover all agency reviews not merely Hobbs Act cases 
and the Judicial Conference approved those rules in principle as suit- 
able rules, and submitted them to the 11 circuit courts of appeals, 
and those courts, 1 by 1, have adopted them and, of course, the Con- 
ference has approved them, and the net result has been that we have 
achieved very substantial uniformity in this field which would not 
have been accomplished in any other w ay, while at the same time 
preserving the autonomy of the courts. 

Mr. BricxrreLtp. What I was looking for was a precedent in some 
other federal statute wherein the Judicial Conference was the approv- 
ing body. 

Judge Maris. Your precedent is the act of December 5, 1950, the 
so-called Hobbs Act, to which I have referred. That has been in force 
since 1950, and the Judicial Conference has been doing this very thing 
for the last 5 years. 

Mr. BrickFieLp. I can well imagine, when the courts of appeal pro- 
mulgates rules, that they will have to give wide discretion to the 
agencies, as to what part of the record shall go forward, and I suppose 
there will be disagreements as to what part of the rec ord shali go up 
on appeal. Is there any provision, after an agency makes its decision, 
whereby an appeal would lie as to this one particular question? 

Judge Maris. The agency is not given the authority to make the 
decision. I cited subsection (b) which provides that the record to be 
filed in the court of appeals shall consist of the order sought to be 
reviewed or enforced, the findings or report upon which it is based, 
and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, or 
such portions thereof as the rules of the court of appeals may require 
to be included therein. 

Mr. BrickFiELp. It takes it all away—— 

Judge Maris. No, it does not take it all away. It goes on to 
provide “or such portions thereof’’ as the rules of the court of appeals 
may require to be included therein. There are these three possible 
restrictions. In other words, under clause 1 the court may say by 
rule that in a particular type of case, in this kind of a case, only certain 
things shall be required, or the parties under clause 2 may say that we 
agree in our case we only need these parts of the record, or the court 
itself for the individual case may tailor it under clause 3. 

Mr. BricxFievp. It looks like the courts could set up the rules 
under which they would say that all of the record shall go forward, 
including the pleadings and the evidence and the proceedings at the 
agency level; all shall go forward. But then the language in the bill 
goes into the disjunctive and says, ‘‘or such portions thereof.’’ In 
other words, the entire record does not have to go forward, only ‘‘such 
portions thereof as the said rules of the court of appeals may require to 
be included therein, or as the agency, board, commission, or officer 
concerned in its discretion determines shall be put in.’ 

Judge Maris. No, you do not find that in the bill; it is not there. 
You have to send the whole record up unless the case comes within 
one of these three situations. No. 1, if the rules of the court of appeals 
require a lesser number of items to be included therein, than is included 
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in the group meniioned at the beginning of the subsection, or 2, if the 

agency and the petitioner and the intervenors stipulate that a lesser 
number be sent up, or, 3 if the court upon motion of a party or after a 
prehearing conference on its own motion designates a lesser amount. 

They are not inconsistent. 

In other words, the rules of court may say that in every Labor 
Board case you do not have to send up all of the things mentioned at 
the beginning of subsection (b), but only certain things, but that does 
not confer the right on a party in a Labor Board case to say, “In this 
case, we will send up only these things, but the court may, under the 
third clause do the same thing and say in view of the evidence that 
there is here, we do not need this part, which ordinarily the rules 
would require. I think it would work out very well. It is in accord 
with the pattern of these uniform rules already put into force under 
the Hobbs Act and which I have just referred to. This statute is 
written along the lines of what the courts have been trying to do under 
the old statute as far as possible. 

Mr. BrickFievp. In other words, this sets up guides and standards? 

Judge Maris. Yes, in a very flexible way. We are dealing here 
with all sorts of agencies and all sorts of orders, and all types of 
reviews, and you have to be very flexible. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Thank you very much, Judge. 

Judge Maris. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee. 

Mr. Crumpacker. The next witness is Mr. James V. Constantine, 
Solicitor of the National Labor Relations Board. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES V. CONSTANTINE, SOLICITOR OF THE 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


Mr. Constantine. Gentlemen, my name is James V. Constan- 
tine. I am Solicitor for the National Labor Relations Board, and I 
have a very brief statement to make expressing the views of the Board 
on this bill. 

H. R. 6682 appears to correspond textually and in section number- 
ing to S. 2223, now before the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
and is probably a companion bill to its Senate counterpart. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Has the Senate taken any action on that bill 
yet? 

Mr. ConstanTINE. I am not aware of any action that they have 
taken yet. I suppose we will be notified; but since we have received 
no notice, I assume, perhaps erroneously, that the Senate has taken 
no action. 

Judge Maris. The Judiciary Committee of the-Senate has it and 
is writing to agencies and I believe any other interested parties about it. 

Mr. Constantine. Both bills cover precisely the same subject 
matter. Only sections 2 and 13 apply to proceedings before the 
National Labor Relations Board. 

Section 2 which is general, applies to all agencies and necessarily 
comprehends the National Labor Relations Board. Section 13 applies 
only to the Board. 

The National Labor Relations Board has been advised by the 
Bureau of the Budget that the Department of Justice has expressed 
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approval of both EH. R. 6682 and S. 2223 which is before the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The National Labor Relations Board joins in that approval to the 
extent that it embraces sections 2 and 13, the only provisions affecting 
the Board. With respect to the remaining sections of said proposed 
enactments the Board takes no position, since they deal with other 
agencies and with subject matters over which the Board has no 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Thank you very much, Mr. Constantine. 

Mr. Constantine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee. 

Mr. Crumpacker. The next witness is Mr. Richard A. Solomon, 
Assistant General Counsel, Federal Communications Commission. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD A. SOLOMON, ASSISTANT GENERAL 
COUNSEL, FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 


Mr. Sotomon. Mr. Chairman, I have prepared comments of the 
Commission on this bill, which I might give to you. My name is 
Richard A. Solomon, Assistant Gene ral Counsel of the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, in charge of the Litigation Division of the 
General Counsel’s Office. 

There is a brief statement that the Commission authorized yester- 
day and I think I might read it into the record. I do have a few 
additional personal comments to make as a result of today’s session. 

Mr. Crumpacker. All right. 

Mr. Sotomon. S. 2223 and H. R. 6682 are identical bills which 
would amend title 28, United States Code, by adding a section (2112) 
prescribing the procedure for the filing of the record of agency pro- 
ceedings with a court of appeals wherein a proceeding has been 
instituted to review or enforce an agency order. 

The principal purpose of the bills is to authorize abbreviation of the 
record on review. This is accomplished by empowering the courts 
to adopt rules relating to the filing of the record, and by authorizing 
the filing of a record containing less than all of the proceedings before 
the agency, pursuant to court rules, stipulation by the parties and the 
agency or court order. 

Section 12 of S. 2223 and H. R. 6682 makes the proposed section 
2112 applicable to appeals from decisions of this Commission under 
section 402 (b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. 

The Commission favors adoption of S. 2223 and H. R. 6682. Sec- 
tion 2112, and the court rules that would presumably be adopted to 
implement it, would reduce the administrative burden upon the Com- 
mission in compiling records for filing in court, while leaving the Com- 
mission the option of filing the complete record. In some cases, it 
will be more convenient to file everything. It will no longer be 
necessary to file lengthy records containing all proceedings before the 
Commission, when a portion of the pleadings and evidence presented 
to the Commission are immaterial to the appeal. It may be noted 
that abbreviation of the record will also facilitate its use and handling 
by the Commission and the courts. 

At the present time some petitions for review of action taken by 
this Commission are instituted pursuant to Public Law 901, 81st 
Congress, 2d session—that is, the Hobbs bill which Judge Maris re- 
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ferred to—which provides for abbreviation of the record by stipula- 
tion or order of the court. The instant amendment will establish 
identical procedures for filing of the record in appeals from all 
Commission orders. 

That is the satement of the Commission. 

Congressman Taylor asked about where our appeals in fact go to. 
We have a split appellate procedure. Radio licensing cases, in gen- 
eral, by law must go to the District Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia. 

For other types of cases, such as rulemaking proceedings, proceed- 
ings involving telephone and telegraph regulation, there is a dual 
venue, and it is possible to bring those cases in the court of appeals 
here, or in the court in the area in which the appellant resides. But 
as Judge Maris stated, since there is a very specialized radio bar in 
W ashington, the option to take appeals in the other courts of appeals 
is practically never exercised. 

Mr. Taytor. Is that because of some rule? 

Mr. Sotomon. No, sir; I think it is primarily because of the con- 
venience of counsel. 

Now, we did have one case where, from the same order of the Com- 
mission, a rulemaking order, appeals were brought in three circuit 
courts, the third circuit, in the ninth circuit, and in the District of 
Columbia. The problem of who was actually going to take hold of 
the cases and decide them never really came to a head because the 
cases in the other 2 circuits were eventually dropped, but we did 
have the problem here of providing records for 3 courts, and in 
that case we did provide some sort of record in all 3 courts at 
great expense and with a great waste of time. 

We are very much in favor of this bill because, as the Congressmen 
well know, in these television and other radio application cases, we 
may have 3 or 4 applicants, and if there are 3 or 4 applicants, only 

of the losers may appeal. That means that the record before the 
Commission may contain thousands of pages which relate solely 
to an applicant who loses before the Commission, who is not even 
appealing. 

Mr. Taytor. So you eliminate whatever testimony was given by 
the applicant under this bill? 

Mr. Sotomon. Yes, we could. 

Mr. Taytor. Assume that there are two contestants for a TV 
license in California, the decision of the Commission, of course, will 
determine which of the two contestants in California will receive this 
license. Now, an appeal is taken by the unsuccessful litigant. Where 
would his appeal be heard? 

Mr. Sotomon. In that particular case, his appeal would be heard 
under section 402 (b), and that, by statute, has to be brought in 
the District Circuit Court of Appeals. 

Mr. Taytor. So that the District Circuit Court of Appeals here 
has complete jurisdiction over all appeals that pertain to the grant- 
ing of a TV or a radio license? 

Mr. Sotomon. There is a slight complication there, but as a general 
statement, that is correct, in all adjudicatory proceedings on TV, 
yes. In the case of the rules affecting radio licenses, you have a 
dual jurisdiction, but as long as it is an adjudicatory problem, the 
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one of Appeals for the District of Columbia has exclusive juris- 
iction. 

I cannot speak for the Commission on this but I would like to sug- 
gest for the committee’s attention a possible additional revision of 
section 12 of the act, which relates to the Commission. I am reading 
from page 13 of the bill. I have not had time to discuss this with 
Judge Maris, but I certainly would yield to his views on the matter. 
The present proposal, as you will see, is to amend the present pro- 
vision, to state ho 
Within 30 days after the filing of an appeal, the Commission shall file with the 
court the record on which the order complained of was entered, as provided in 
section 2112 of this new bill. 

This provision which says within 30 days after the filing of an 
appeal is not something the Judicial Conference suggested. That is 
taken directly from our existing law, but we have found occasionally 
that this 30-day period is a great burden on us, because the Com- 
mission will take an action which will result in 5 or 6 appeals, and 
with the small staff that we have, we have to get a record up within 
30 days on 4 or 5 cases, and it means that people have to be diverted 
from more productive work to this routine work. Therefore, subject 
to criticism from Judge Maris and you gentlemen, I would like to 
suggest that you consider adding the following language after the 
words, “within 30 days after the filing of an appeal’’, “or within such 
additional time as the court may provide.”’ 

I think that would be consistent with the provisions of section (b) 
of this act, specifically implying that the courts will have power to 
specify the time for the filing of the record. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Would you care to comment on that, Judge? 

Judge Maris. Yes. My comment is simply this: I am sure that 
the Judicial Conference would have no objection to that amendment. 
The reason we did not go into that sort of thing was because it was 
beyond the scope of what we were proposing to do. We were relig- 
iously careful about that and did not consider a good many other 
changes which could have been made, except that this is directly con- 
cerned with the contents of the record, and that is in line with good 
practice, and we think it would be a proper thing to do. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Of course, it gives the Commission an unlimited 
time within which they may file the record. 

Mr. Sotomon. No, it does not. 

Mr. CrumpackER. I assume that the evidence of record would 
not be difficult to get at. 

Judge Marts. These records are available under the present law. 

Mr. Sotomon. Another reason for that suggestion is that some- 
times we have dual appeals brought both under section 402 (a) the 
Hobbs Act, and also under section 402 (d) which is being amended. 
In appeals cases, sometimes the actions of the Commission combine 
within one decision matters of a rulemaking nature and matters which 
are adjudicatory in nature. We find ourselves in a strange situation 
where in the case of one of these appeals we have 30 days in which 
to file a record and in the other of the appeals the filing time given 
by the rules of the court in cases going to the court in the District 
of Columbia, is 40 days. There is no danger of our taking too much 
time because I would presume the court would specify, as it has in 
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those cases, 40 days. The additional period would have to be pro- 
portionate to the emergency. 

Thank you; that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Thank you very much, Mr. Solomon. 

Our final witnesses will be Mr. Willard W. Gatchell, General 
Counsel of the Federal Power Commission, and Mr. Howard E. 
Wahrenbrock, Assistant General Counsel. 


STATEMENT OF WILLARD W. GATCHELL, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY HOWARD E. 
WAHRENBROCK, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL 
POWER COMMISSION 


Mr. GatcHetut. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
my name is Willard W. Gatchell, General Counsel of the Federal 
Power Commission, and with me is Mr. Howard E. Wahrenbrock, 
Assistant General Counsel, as you have just stated. 

I have given to the clerk copies of the Commission’s report on this 
bill and will not take the time of the committee to read it. If I may 
just point out some of the important features of it, I willdoso. The 
committee will find that the Commission’s report is in substantial 
agreement with Judge Maris as to the very worthy purpose of this bill. 

I think our differences are purely a matter of form. 

We have some things which we thought should be brought to the 
attention of the committee. 

The problem of a shortened record is one which has been confronting 
all of the regulatory agencies whose orders have been reviewed in the 
courts of appeals. 

Many of the circuits in which the Commission has had cases have 
resolved the problem. 

The 3d, ath, 5th, 10th, and the District of Columbia circuits have 
resolved the problem of a short record by permitting us to send up 
merely a certified list of the documents making up the record, and 
that removes the necessity for sending any record at all. 

These courts have adopted rules which, to us, are binding, and I 
believe that the Judicial Conference is merely asking for legislative 
authority to do what they are doing now and to present it in such a 
way that there can be no question about it. 

We think that the courts now have the authority, and, therefore, 
are accomplishing what is sought here; namely, the elimination of the 


.detail work involved in getting up a full record inasmuch as the 


record in practically no case is examined in complete detail. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Do you make that comment with respect soley 
to the Federal Power Commission or generally? 

Mr. GatcHE.u. The rules apply, of course, to any review, provided 
the statute does not particularly cover it. We have limited our report 
to the Federal Power Act and Natural Gas Act cases and other cases 
coming from the Federal Power Commission. 

Mr. Crumpacker. The reason I asked that questionis that the 
power of the courts to accomplish this by rule may vary with respect 
to different statutes and agencies. 

Mr. GarcHe.. Yes, I think that general statement is true, except 
as it may be varied by particular statutes. 
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One thing that we urge upon the committee is that you do not place 
the courts in a straitjacket, and I really wonder if this bill is as broad 
as we all hope it will be. 

One of the difficulties that has faced the courts is whether the 
physical records shall be transmitted to the court. This bill does not 
solve that problem. It provides on page 2, lines 15 and 16, that the 
record in the proceedings shall be certified Ww hereas, I do not believe 
that the court needs, or that there is any necessity, for filing, except 
in the most unusual cases, the record, certainly not the original record. 

What is needed, whenever there is a dispute, is merely some printed 
copy, where enough copies are made available to the court. That 
has been accomplished in two ways. 

We have found it to be a very successful practice to first have briefs 
printed by all of the parties; that is, the petitioner, the intervenors, 
and the Federal Power Commission, and then after the briefs are 
printed, to have the necessary parts of the record printed as a joint 
appendix. In that way, you eliminate all of the trivia that might 
encumber the joint appendix, and you give to the court a concise 
and precise printed record from which it can determine aoe or 
not the order under review should be modified, confirmed, or set 
aside. 

Another phase of this in which we have had some experience has 
been in connection with lines 19 and 20 on page 2, where it is dealing 
with petitions for review which are brought in two or more circuits. 

We have had many instances where counsel for the companies have 
come in to me and asked whether they should file in another circuit 
when they are seeking to attack the order already under review by 
another petitioner. Invariably we have been able to work that out 
by some agreement with the counsel. 

The only times where we have had actual filiags in several circuits 
have been in connection with general orders. That happened in con- 
nection with orders prescribing procedures for the independent 
producers of natural gas who were held subject to Commission regula- 
tion in the Phillips decision of June 7, 1954. Several took us into the 
ninth and tenth circuits on direct review of those orders. Others 
attempted to take us into other courts, namely, the district court in 
the District of Columbia, and two district courts in Louisiana and 
Texas, where they sought an indirect review of those orders. 

We were able to resolve those problems as to two or more appeals, 
but I think this bill, quite properly, presents to the committee a 
problem on how it will deal with it. You have to decide whether the 
court shall be the one to decide, and which court shall have jurisdiction 
where two or more circuits are involved, or whether you want. to let 
the agency make that decision. 

Mr. Wahrenbrock calls my attention to this very important phase 
of that point. This bill would permit the court to still review the 
agency’s decision where the agency has not applied the criteria in a 
manner which petitioners argue is correct, and, therfore, it does permit 
a judicial review of that phase of it. 

Furthermore, I might say this, that the two sections of the bill 
with which the Federal Power Commission is concerned are sections 
16 and 19, in addition to the general provision which would be carried 
in this new section 2112, added in section 2 of the bill. 
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We will, of course, be glad to answer any questions which the 
committee muy have. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Are you suggesting any change in this language 
on page 2, lines 15 and 16? 

Mr. GarcuE.u. No, sir; we are not suggesting any change. 

I think really that you should not put the courts in a straitjac ‘ket, 
but should give them complete freedom to prescribe what shall 20 
up as the record. We think that a list of the documents is sufficient 
to give the court comple te jurisdic tion. 

There is a slight inconsistency in it where it says that when a 
petition has been filed the agency shall have authority to modify 
or sct its order aside, but also it says that until the rec ord is filed the 
court has the same right, and thereafter the court has the exclusive 
right to modify or set the agency order aside. 

Mr. Crumpacker. You are directing your comments to the meaning 
of the word ‘‘record’’? 

Mr. GaTcHELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crumpacker. You do not want them to be tied too tightly? 

Mr. Gatcue.. No, sir. We think that Judge Maris is absolutely 
right, that the court should have freedom in dealing with this. We 
think it has that, frankly, at the present time, but in any event, the 
committee should not prescribe changes by legislation to where it would 
not permit the flexibility which we have found to be working out 
under the rules of the court. Nobody has found any reason to com- 
plain of the detail we are dealing with here; namely, the submission 
of the record. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Gatchell is as follows:) 


FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION ReEpPORT ON H. R. 6682, 84TH CONGRESS 


A bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforeement of 
orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or 
enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law 
relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for other 
purposes 


Section 2 of this bill, which is drafted as an amendment to the United States 
Code (U. 8. C.), would authorize the courts of appeals (with the approval of the 
Judicial Conference) to adopt rules with respect to the time and manner of filing, 
and the contents of, the record on review of orders of administrative agencies, 
including the Federal Power Commission; empower the agencies to select between 
two or more courts where petitions for review of the same order are filed in more 
than one; authorize abbreviation of the record by court rule, or stipulation of all 
parties, or by court order; permit transmittal of certified true copies in lieu of 
originals, and provide for the ultimate return of originals. 

Sections 16 and 19 would respectively amend the review sections of the Federal 
Power Act and Natural Gas Act ! to provide expressly that until the filing of the 
record in a court of appeals the Federal Power Commission can modify or set aside 
any order “‘in such manner as it shall deem proper.”’ 

Other sections of the act relating mostly to review provisions of statutes ad- 
ministered by other agencies will not be reported on herein. 

In gener ul this Commission is in sympathy with the ee objectives of 
sections 2, 16, and 19 of the bill. However, it is not convinced of the necessity of 
those sections of the bill or any part thereof, and in any event, believes that they 
should not be enacted unless certain of their provisions are amended. 

Our specific comments follow, in the order of the provisions to which they relate: 

Page 2, lines 1-6: The bill should be redrafted as an amendment to an existing 
statute (or as a new statute), not as an ame ndment to the United States Code. 
The code is merely evidence of the statutes. 





1 These sections, unlike sec. 2 of the bill, are drafted as amen? 
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Page 2, lines 7-9: We question the desirability of making this part of the rule- 
making power of the several courts of appeals dependent upon approval of the 
Judicial Conference, which is an extrajudicial, advisory body. 

Page 2, lines 9 and 15: The bill should not authorize court rulemaking on 
(1) “time * * * of filing,” (2) ‘‘manner of filing,’’ and (8) ‘‘contents of,” the 
Record, where existing statutory law covers 1 or 2 but not all 3 of those matters, 
for that would authorize court rules to supersede existing statutes which cover 
1 or 2 but not all 3 topics. 

Page 2, line 16: The bill should not require “the record” (which would mean 
the original and full record) to be certified because to do so would conflict with 
the provisions giving the courts power to prescribe rules on the same subject 
(p. 2, lines 7-15) and particularly where it may be desired that such rules provide 
for filing a certificate describing the record in lieu of filing the record itself (ef. 
CA3, rule 18 (7); similar rules have been adopted by the 2d, 4th, 5th, and 10th 
circuits); conflict with the provisions for abbreviation of the record (p. 3, line 
7—p. 4, line 17); and conflict with the provision (p. 4, line 18—p. 5, line 9) 
permitting true copies of records to be filed in lieu of original records. 

We believe that it is particularly desirable that any legislation of this kind con- 
tain a provision, like that on page 3, line 21—page 4, line 5, but going even further, 
that where any question of the sufficiency of the evidence to support the findings 
or order is raised, the party raising the question must bear the burden and expense 
of printing the record except insofar as opposed parties are willing and able, with- 
out burden to themselves, to agree to abbreviation of the portions to be printed. 
We also believe that it is desirable that such legislation permit ‘“‘transcripts’’ or 
“eopies’’, or certificates describing the record, to be filed in lieu of the original 
records. 

More important than particular details such as we have discussed is the preser- 
vation of flexibility and we are not convinced that the entire matter cannot ade- 
quately be handled by court rules without new legislation. We believe that there 
should be opportunity for further experimentation, which is possible under the 
statutes as they now stand, and we doubt that further legislation is really necessary 
at this time. 

With respect to sections 16 and 19 of the bill, we think they are unnecessary 
and that their omission (and omission of any corresponding provisions in other 
sections which may be no more necessary) would greatly simplify the bill. See 
also our comments above as to the desirability of legislating by reference to the 
statutes, not the United States Code. We also question whether the purported 
grant of power to this Commission to modify or set aside any finding or order 
“fn such manner as it shall deem proper” is a valid delegation of legislative power, 
unless it is tied to the standards governing the Commission’s power to issue such 
an order in the first instance. 

FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION, 
By JeEromME K. KvuyYKENDALL, Chairman. 


Judge Maris. I would like to add a word with respect to that and 
what has been stated. 

Mr. CrumPAcKER. Yes, sir, Judge. 

Mr. GarcHELL. Judge Maris has a tabulation of the cases appealed 
from decisions of the Federal Regulatory Boards and Commissions. 
I hope the committee will make that a part of the record. 

Mr. Crumpacker. Yes; it may be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 
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Appeals commenced in the United States courts of appeals from decisions of Federal 
regulatory boards and commissions, fiscal years 1946 through 1956 





Appeals commenced 
Federal regulatory Boards and Com- 





| 




















missions 
1946 | 1947 | 1948 | 1949 | 1950 1954 | 1955 
Total 151 184 137 | 258 | 246 388 304 
Civil Aeronautics ‘Authority. al wind 4 s 15 7 12 12 
Federal Alcohol Administration ‘ 7 1 1 nesnoaeae 2 3 
Federal Communications Commission - | 3 13 10 18 14 34 34 
Federal Power Commission. - - --- | 5 9 12 15 12 15 27 
Federal Security Agency cs 1 1 ; Le : 
Federal Trade Commission e 4 8 9 6 » 11 25 
National Labor Relations Board 107 124 63 172 167 294 178 
Processing Tax Board of Review - ‘ cae cis esi eam ie 
Secretary of Agriculture __- at 2 4 1 l | 5 
Securities and Exchange C ommission - 11 8; 13 6 | 6 5 | 6 
Wages and Hours Administration. _....|_- dcteahcuies i 1 2 
Board of Tax es Owes of | | | 
a ; | 14] 12] 13] 14 9 | 7 2 
PE ictacticetcascntiac aioe Eas 2 | 3 | 10} 12] * 10 
| | | 








Judge Maris. Mr. Chairman, the Administrative Office of the 
United States Courts has prepared a tabulation which indicates the 
number of agency review and enforcement cases that have been 
brought in the courts of appeals from the various specified agencies 
during the past 5 years. That certainly shows you the picture and 
what is involved here, and it shows or discloses that the National 
Labor Relations Board has far more than half of ail these cases. 

Mr. CrumpPAcKER. Yes. 

Judge Maris. May I just comment very briefly, too, about what 
has just been said about a new development in this field, and that is a 
procedure which our court and a number of other courts have adopted 
by rule, and I think it was initiated probably by suggestion from the 
Federal Power Commission, which is that in the case of unusually large 
records which they frequently have, that the agency be permitted to 
send us simply an index, list, or table of contents of the papers in the 
record, describing them, but keeping the actual papers in the agency 
subject to the orders of the court only, so that if the court, at any time 
wants to look at any of them, it may send for them. That is a very 
rood provision. It was developed really after the initiation of this 
bill, and I think that the point which has just been made can be 
very well taken care of by a very small amendment on line 16, page 2 
namely, to say that the record in such proceedings shall be certified 
and filed in or held for the court of appeals by the agency in accordance 
with its rules, and then the rules of the court will determine whether 
it shall be filed in or whether held for, and when items from the record 
shali be actually sent to the court will also be determined by the rules 
of the respective courts of appeals. 

Mr. Brooks. That sounds like an interesting suggestion, Judge. 

I believe Mr. Crumpacker, and Mr. Taylor, if you have no further 
questions, that I would like, in behalf of the committee, to thank you 
for appearing here and to ‘thank you, Judge Maris, for taking the 
time to come down here and to present your best views to us on this. 
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We are very grateful to you for doing that. We will do our best to 
get into it at an early date. 

Judge Maris. We are grateful to you for giving this matter this 
consideration. It is a technical matter but it is one of real importance 
to us in our everyday operations. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee adjourned until 10:30 
a. m., Friday, May 18, 1956.) 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in reply to your letter of May 4, request- 
ing the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 6682, 84th Congress, 
Ist session. We recommend the enactment of the bill provided that it is amended 
as herein suggested. 

The main purpose of the bill is to authorize administrative agencies to abbreviate 
the administrative records to be reviewed in courts of appeals. We believe, on 
the basis of our experience, that generally it is more practicable to certify to the 
court the entire administrative record in a case. Unless a substantial portion 
of the administrative record can be omitted, e. g., a large block of pages in sequence 
from the transcript of the evidence, an attempt to abbreviate the record is wasteful 
of effort and productive only of relatively inconsequential results, Also in some 
cases the relevancy of substantial parts of the record cannot be known until the 
appellant’s brief has been filed on appeal, setting forth the appellant’s points or 
questions on which judicial review is sought. Haggling by the parties with respect 
to the material to be included in the record, on appeal, may result in the need for 
extensions of time, for filing the record, and resultant delays in the enforcement 
of the agency’s order. In view of these circumstances, we believe that an agency 
and the interested parties should be permitted to stipulate with respect to an 
abbreviated record on appeal, but that the administrative agency should have 
the unqualified right to file the entire record in a proceeding if the agency deems 
that action to be appropriate. 

Our views with respect to the provisions for an abbreviature of the record are 
consonant with the recommendations and report of the Conference on Adminis- 
trative Procedure called by President Eisenhower on April 29, 1953. The con- 
ference recommended that legislation be adopted authorizing the filing of an 
abbreviated record by an agency ‘unless such agency in its sole discretion elects 
to file the entire record * * *.’’ Recommendation A-2. The conference further 
stated, at page 50 of its report, that ‘‘[a]lthough perhaps not strictly necessary, 
paragraph (a) of the recommendation, giving the agency the option of filing the 
entire record, is designed to make it clear beyond any doubt that no abbreviation 
will be required where the effort and expense involved in segregating those parts 
not necessary to be filed from the rest of the record is disproportionate to the 
benefits gained by a shortened record, or where, for any other reason, the agency 
considers it undesirable to abbreviate the record.” 

The bill provides that if the correctness of a finding of fact is in question, all 
of the evidence shall be included in the record unless the parties stipulate for the 
omission of certain evidence, However, we have had experience with a number 
of cases involving statutory construction where the issues had their rootage in 
extensive testimony, and in such cases, as well as those involving evidentiary 
issues, we believe that it is essential that the agency have the right to certify 
the entire record, 

The bill further provides on page 4, lines 11-17 that “If the rules of the court 
of appeals in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the 
entire record in that court the agency, board, commission or officer concerned 
may, at its option and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this sub- 
section, file in the court the entire record of the proceedings before it without 
abbreviation.”” We recommend that the qualifying words, ‘If the rules of the 
court of appeals in which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing 
of the entire record in that court,’”’ be deleted. The courts do not require the 
printing of the entire record and, therefore, we do not believe that the qualifying 
language serves any useful purpose, Also, inasmuch as the judiciary is in favor 
of reducing the size of administrative records, there would seem to be no basis 
for a rule requiring the printing of the entire record. The relevant or material 
parts of the record, as selected or designated by the parties, are printed on appeal, 
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but the rules are somewhat different with respect to the procedure to be followed 
in arriving at that result. 

If the bill is amended to permit the agency without qualification, to file the 
entire administrative record, we recommend the enactment of section 2 of the 
bill providing for abbreviated records and, also, section 6 of the bill relating to 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, section 7 of the bill relating to the Commodity 
Exchange Act, section 20 (b) of the bill relating to the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act, section 24 of the bill relating to the Federal Seed Act, section 28 
of the bill relating to the Sugar Act of 1948, and section 31 of the bill relating to 
the act of December 29, 1950. 

Our further recommendations relate to clarifying amendments. 

We suggest that the word “‘uniform”’ be inserted just prior to the word “‘rules”’ 
on page 2, line 9, of the bill, and that the words ‘“‘applicable in all courts of appeals’’ 
be inserted after the word ‘‘rules’’. The preamble of the bill states that its purpose 
is to make ‘‘uniform’’ the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of 
administrative orders, and therefore, we believe that the bill should make it plain 
that the rules are to be ‘“‘uniform’”’. 

We recommend that a comma be inserted after the word ‘‘proceedings’’ on page 
2, line 16, of the bill and that the following be inserted after the comma: “‘consisting 
of the contents prescribed by such rules,’’. The bill refers, in the immediately 
preceding sentence, to the.‘‘time,’’ ‘‘manner of filing,’’ and the ‘‘contents of the 
record.’’ Hence it could be said that the failure to refer to the ‘‘contents of the 
record,’’ on page 2, lines 16 to 19, is deliberate. 

We recommend that a comma be inserted after the word “‘shall’’ on page 2, line 
21, of the bill and that the following phrase be inserted: “irrespective of any other 
applicable statutory provisions,’’. In view of the first sentence in paragraph (a) 
on page 2, i. e., that the courts of appeals shall have the power to prescribe the 
time and manner of filing and the contents of the record where the ‘‘applicable 
statute does not specifically prescribe such time or manner of filing or contents of 
the record’’, we are not sure, under the present language of the bill, whether the 
provisions for transferring the proceedings to a single court where two or more 
actions are instituted in different courts of appeals would apply where the applic- 
able statute contains some provisions in this respect. Our recommendation is 
designed to obviate that uncertainty. 

We recommend that the word ‘or’ on page 3, lines 9 and 15, be changed to 
‘‘and’’. We believe that the material in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) on page 3 of 
the bill would all be included in the record on appeal, and, therefore, paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) should not be in the disjunctive. 

We recommend that the word ‘“‘stipulation’”’ on page 3, line 12, be changed to 
‘designation’. Otherwise, if the rules of the court do not ‘‘require’’ that certain 
material be included in the record, and if all of the parties do not stipulate with 
respect to the inclusion of certain material, it would require a motion in court to 
include the matter in the record, unless, of course, the material happened to be 
included within the category of material which could be designated irrespective 
of the provisions of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 2 (b) of the bill. If this 
change is adopted, then we recommend that the sentence beginning on page 3, 
line 18, be amended to provide that ‘‘Such an order, or a stipulation by the agency, 
board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or respondent in 
enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court proceeding filed 
with the agency, board, commission or officer concerned or in the court in any 
such proceeding may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed 
in the court of appeals.”’ 

We recommend that the word ‘‘necessary”’ on page 4, line 8, of the bill be 
changed to “‘desirable”’ so that the court will not be unduly restricted in permitting 
additional portions of the record to be certified. 

We recommend that ‘‘subsections (b) and (c)’”’ on page 9, line 12, of the bill 
be changed to ‘‘subsections (b), (c) and (d)’”’, and that the following paragraph 
be inserted after line 5 on page 10: ‘‘(d) The evidence so taken or admitted, and 
filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, shall be considered by the court as the 
evidence in the case. The proceedings in such cases in the court of appeals shall 
be made a preferred cause and shall be expedited in every way.”’ ‘The purpose 
of this recommendation is to eliminate, in paragraph (d) of section 204 of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, the reference to the record being ‘‘duly certified 
* * * as aforesaid’’ inasmuch as H. R. 6682 would eliminate the prior reference 
in the act to the certification of the record. 

We recommend that the words ‘‘third sentence”’ on page 10, line 17, of the bill 
be changed to “‘third and fourth sentences’, that the word ‘‘is’”’ on page 10, line 19 
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be changed to ‘‘are’’, and that the following sentence be inserted following the 
sentence ending on page 10, line 25: ‘‘The testimony and evidence taken or sub- 
mitted before the said commission, duly filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, 
shall be considered by the court as the evidence in the case.’’? The purpose of this 
recommendation {s to eliminate the words ‘“‘duly certified * * * as aforesaid’ 
from the fourth sentence of section 6 (a) of the Commodity Exchange Act, inas- 
much as H. R. 6682 would eliminate the prior reference in the act to the certifica- 
tion of the record. 

We recommend that the phrase “‘the weight of evidence, shall in like manner 
be conclusive’ on page 11, lines 12 and 13, of the bill be changed to the termi- 
nology appearing on page 8, lines 8-10, i. e., “substantial evidence, determined 
as provided in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like 
manner be conclusive.’”’ We believe that the original phrase “the weight of 
evidence’ was intended by Congress to mean the ‘‘substantial weight of evi- 
dence’’ rather than the “greater weight of evidence.”’ The United States Court 
of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit has applied the phrase “‘the weight of evidence”’ 
substantially the same as the familiar substantial evidence test. See Great 
Western Food Distributors v. Brannan (201 F. 2d 476, 479-480, certiorari denied, 
345, U. 8. 997). The court held that it ‘“‘would seem, then, that the function of 
this court is something other than that of mechanically reweighing the evidence 
to ascertain in which direction it preponderates; it is rather to review the record 
with the purpose of determining whether the finder of the fact was justified, i. e., 
acted reasonably, in concluding that the evidence, including the demeanor of the 
witnesses, the reasonable inferences drawn therefrom, and other pertinent cir- 
cumstances, supported his findings’’ (Ibid). Although we do not believe that 
this clarifying amendment is essential, we believe that inasmuch as this section 
is to be amended in other respects, it would be appropriate to enact this pro- 
posed amendment at the same time. Also, the phrase ‘“‘the weight of the evi- 
dence’’ in the seventh sentence of section 6 (a) of the Commodity Exchange 
Act (42 Stat. 1001) should be amended in the same manner. 

We recommend that the words “second and third”’ on page 22, line 14, of the 
bill be changed to ‘“‘second, third and fourth’’, and that the following paragraph 
be inserted on page 23, following line 5, of the bill: ‘‘The evidence so taken or 
admitted, and filed as aforesaid as a part of the record, shall be considered by 
the court as the evidence in the case. The proceedings in such cases in the 
court of appeals shall be made a preferred cause and shall be expedited in every 
way.’ The purpose of this recommendation is to eliminate the words ‘‘duly 
certified * * * as aforesaid’? from the fourth paragraph of section 410 of the 
Federal Seed Act, inasmuch as H. R. 6682 would eliminate the prior reference 
in the act to the certification of the record. 

We believe that the enactment of the bill would not require any additional 
appropriation. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 





DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington. 
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in further reply to your letter of May 4, 1956, 
addressed to the Foreign-Trade Zones Board, in regard to H. R. 6682, a bill to 
authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders 
of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement 
of such orders and for other purposes. 

Section 11 of this bill is the only provision thereof which is of interest or concern 
to the Foreign-Trade Zones Board. It would amend in a minor respect the 
present provision in the Foreign-Trade Zones Act relating to judicial review and 
enforcement of the Board’s orders. 

The records of this Department and of the Foreign-Trade Zones Board disclose 
that there has not been any litigation experience which has tested the present 
provision in the Foreign-Trade Zones Act in regard to appeals from orders of the 
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Board. As far as we can determine, however, in consultation with other agencies 
having similar activities and problems, there would appear to be no objection to 
the —— amendment contained in section 11 of H. R. 6682. 
incerely yours, 
Haro.p , B. Corwin, 
Deputy General Counsel. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, May 17, 1956. 
Hon. EMANvEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Reference is made to your request for the views 
of this Department on H. R. 6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the 
record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the 
courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original 
papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforce- 
ment of such orders and for other purposes. 

It is understood that the bill would enact the substance of the separate but 
parallel recommendations made by the Committee on Revision of the Laws of 
the Judicial Conference of the United States and by the President’s Conference 
on Administrative Procedure. The measure is designed to promote expedition 
and economy in litigation in the courts of appeals to review orders in administra- 
tive proceedings. 

The provisions of the bill amending statutes administered by the Treasury 
Department present no problem. The Treasury Department, approving the 
purpose of the legislation, recommends its enactment. 

he Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is 
no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
A. N. Oversy, 
Acting Secretary of the Treasury. 


Unitep States Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington D. C., May 16, 1956. 
Hon EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CELLER: You have requested our comments on H. R. 6682, to author- 
ize the abbreviation of the record on review or enforcement of orders of adminis- 
trative agencies. 

The bill would authorize the United States courts of appeals to adopt, with 
the approval of the Judicial Conference, rules prescribing the time and manner 
of filing and contents of the record in proceedings for the review of agency orders. 
It would provide procedures for resolving conflicts of jurisdiction where proceed- 
ings respecting the same order are filed in more than one jurisdiction; would permit 
the filing of an abbreviated record by stipulation or court order; and would permit 
the filing of original papers with the reviewing court. 

Proceedings for review of orders of this Commission are governed, pursuant 
to section 189 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, by the provisions of the Judicial 
Review Act of 1950 and section 10 of the Administrative Procedure Act. H. R. 
6682 would make appropriate modifications and cross-references to the Judicial 
Review Act of 1950 so as to make the foregoing provisions applicable to orders 
of this agency, but would not modify or alter the Administrative Procedure Act. 

We understand that the bill was drafted by a committee of the Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States and that that Conference recommends its enactment. 
The bill would appear to be in substantial accordance with Recommendation 
No. 2 of the President’s Conference on Administrative Procedure. This agency 
is in accord with the objective of expediting and reducing the costs of proceedings 
for the judicial review of agency orders, and believes the enactment of H. R. 
6682 would promote that objective. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the transmittal 
of these views. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. E. Frexps, General Manager. 
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BoaRD OF GOVERNORS, 
FEDERAL RESERVE System, 
Washington, May 24, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C. 


Dear Mr. CELLER: Reference is made to your letter of May 4, 1956, request- 
ing a report on H. R. 6682, to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the 
review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of ap- 
peals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to 
make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such 
orders, and for other purposes. 

On May 14, 1956, the Board sent to the chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate a report on the bill, 8. 2223, which is identical with H. R. 
6682. Two copies of the Board’s report are enclosed, 

Sincerely yours, 
Wm. McC. Martin, Jr. 


May 14, 1956. 
Hon. James O. EastLanp, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR EASTLAND: Reference is made to your letter of April 25, 1956, 
enclosing a copy of 8. 2223, on which you request our report. The purposes of the 
bill are to abbreviate the record on review by the courts of orders of administrative 
agencies, and to make more uniform the various laws relating to judicial review 
of such orders. 

The Board of Governors is in sympathy with the objectives of the bill. Its 
experience in such matters is limited, and it has not experienced any difficulty with 
the provisions now in effect. However, it would defer to the judgment of those 
agencies which have had more experience with these pro /isions. 

Of course the Board has no comment with respect to the numerous provisions 
in the bill relating to orders of other agencies of the Government, except the gen- 
eral comment approving the objectives of the legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wma. McC. Martin, Jr. 


FEDERAL CoaL MINE SaFeETY Boarp or REVIEW, 
Washington, D. C., May 15, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CEuuER: Reference your letter dated May 7, 1956, relating to 
Bill H. R. 6682, the Board has made a thorough study of this proposed legislation 
and has requested that I submit to you its views thereon. 

The Board is, of course, fully sympathetic with any measures designed to reduce 
the costs and burdens of appellate review. However, the legislation here proposed 
appears subject to interpretation inconsistent with the statutory position and 
functions of this Board which, unlike the National Labor Relations Board and 
other similar agencies, is not a party to appellate review of its own orders. 

To refresh your recollection, the Board is a wholly independent quasi-judicial 
agency created by title II of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act (66 Stat. 692, 
et seq.). It is the sole duty of the Board to hear and determine applications filed 
with it by coal mine operators, seeking annulment or revision of, and temporary 
relief from, orders issued by an inspector or the Director of the United States 
Bureau of Mines, pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act. 
The parties to the proceedings before the Board are the coal mine operator who 
files the appeal, and the Director of the United States Bureau of Mines. Either 
the operator or the Director can appeal directly from a Board order to the United 
States court of appeals for the circuit in which the mine affected is located. As 
already mentioned, the Board itself is not a party to, nor does it participate in, 
the appellate proceedings. 

Under section 32 of H. R. 6682, section 208 (b) of the Federal Coal Mine Safety 
Act would be amended to incorporate the record filing requirements set forth in 
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section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Section 2112 (b) contains such 
provisions as: 

“Tf, however the correctness of a finding of fact by the agency, board, com- 
mission or officer is in question all of the evidences before the agency, board, 
commission or officer shall be included in the record except such as the agency, 
board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or respondent 
in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court proceeding 
by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission or officer con- 
cerned or in the court agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the questioned 
finding * * * If the rules of the court of appeals in which a proceeding is pending 
do not require the printing of the entire record in that court the agency, board, 
commission or officer concerned may, at its option and without regard to the 
foregoing provisions of this subsection, file in the court the entire record of the 
proceedings before it without abbreviation.” 

In the Board’s opinion, it is not clear from such provisions of section 2112 
whether the Board itself would be a party to any stipulation or any determination 
as to the extent of the record to be filed on an appeal from its decisions. If sec- 
tion 2112 is intended to imply in any manner that the Board, which is not a party 
to the appellate action, must nevertheless participate in determining the trans- 
cript portions to be filed on appeal it would be inconsistent with the Board’s 
statutory position and functions outlined above, In effect, the Board would be 
converted from its present position which is analogous to that of United States 
district court judges, into an advocate participating, to some extent, in the re- 
view of its own decision by the appellate court. Such activities are clearly 
prohibited by and outside the purview of the Board’s basic act. 

The Board hopes that the foregoing views may prove of value to you. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised the Board that it would have no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosBerT J. FREEHLING, 
General Counsel. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
December 1, 1955. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in repsonse to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice concerning the bill (H. R. 6682) to authorize the abbrevia- 
tion of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies 
by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the 
original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or 
enforcement of such orders and for other purposes. 

This bill would authorize the several courts of appeals to adopt, with the ap- 
proval of the Judicial Conference, rules prescribing the time and manner of filing 
and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the courts of appeals 
to review or enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions and 
officers, in which the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe such time 
or manner of filing or contents of the record. It would also provide for abbrevia- 
tion of such records pursuant to rules of court, stipulation of the parties, or court 
order. The bill would permit an agency which issued an order to file the original 
papers in lieu of a transcript and to regain possession of them upon completion 
of the proceedings in the court of appeals. It would also incorporate the fore- 
going provisions in a number of existing statutes dealing with review of adminis- 
trative orders by courts of appeals. 

The Department of Justice considers the proposal a laudable effort to eliminate 
unnecessary expenditures in time and money in the review of agency orders by 
the courts of appeals. Accordingly, it recommends enactment of the measure. 

However, some concern has been expressed that the broad language of the 
proposed section 2112 (a) may possibly be construed to apply to certain pro- 
ceedings not intended to be covered, for example, decisions of the Tax Court 
and administrative orders for the exclusion and deportation of aliens entered 
under the provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 
1166, 8 U. S. C. A., see. 1101 et seq.). As you know, Tax Court decisions are 
presently subject to review by the courts of appeals pursuant to section 7482 
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of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, 26 U. 8S. C., see. 7482; exclusion and 
deportation orders, to the extent that judicial review is permissible, are uniformly 
reviewable in the first instance in the district courts. The apprehension arises 
because of the broad language of section 2112 (a) that it shall apply to “all pro- 
ceedings instituted in the courts of appeals to * * * review * * * orders of 
administrative agencies, boards, commissions and officers * * *.’”’ In this con- 
nection it might be both desirable and appropriate to incorporate in the com- 
mittee reports express language that the bill is not intended to apply to decisions 
of the Tax Court or to exclusion and deportation orders. Although there would 
appear to be little basis for believing that the bill in its present form could reason- 
ably be construed to extend to such proceedings, it may nevertheless be wise to 
dispel any possible ambiguity in this regard. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
WriuiaM P. Rogers, 
Deputy Attorney General. 


NATIONAL LaBor RELATIONS Boarp, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in reply to your letter of May 4, 1956, 
inviting the Board’s views with respect to H. R. 6682. 

Comparison of H. R. 6682 and S. 2223 reveals that both proposed enactments 
are identical in substance and text. Hence we conclude that H. R. 6682 is a 
companion bill in the House to 8S. 2223. We have been informed by the Bureau 
of the Budget that the Department of Justice has transmitted to the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary a statement indicating substantial approval with 8. 2223 
as a whole. We assume that such approval applies equally to the substantive 
provisions of H. R. 6682. In our opinion a perusal of 8. 2223 and H. R. 6682 
discloses that only sections 2 and 13 thereof relate to this agency. We concur 
with the Department of Justice’s expression of approval to the extent that it 
applies to said sections 2 and 13; but we have no comment to make with respect 
to the remainder of said H. R. 6682, because that part thereof does not apply to 
the National Labor Relations Board. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that they have no objection to the 
submission of this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Boyp LEeEepom, Chairman. 


Civit AERONAUTICS Boarp, 
Washington, May 17, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in reply to your letter of May 4, 1956, 
requesting our comment on H. R. 6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of 
the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by 
the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original 
papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforce- 
ment of such orders, and for other purposes. 

The Board believes that the preparation and filing of the complete transcript 
of the record of the administrative proceeding often involves needless work and 
expense and sometimes serves to delay the review proceeding. Accordingly, the 
Board looks with favor upon any proposal which will serve to eliminate these 
burdens and delays. H. R. 6682 has been examined from the standpoint of its 
relation to review proceedings involving Civil Aeronautics Board orders, and in 
general we endorse the objectives and provisions of the bill. 

However, we have one change to suggest. While the Board favors a procedure 
which permits the filing of an abbreviated record either by stipulation or by 
court order, we recommend that the bill be amended so as to permit an admin- 
istrative agency when it believes it advisable to file a complete record. Since 
the burden and expense of preparing and filing the record customarily is placed 
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on the agency, it is believed that it should be left to agency option whether a 
complete record should be filed with the reviewing court, whether negotiations 
should be entered into looking toward a stipulated record, or whether an order 
should be sought from the court for leave to file less than the full record. Experi- 
ence indicates that, in many of the Board’s cases, greater time and effort may be 
required on the part of all concerned in attempting to determine the content of 
an abbreviated record than would be expended in the present procedure of cer- 
tifying the entire transcript. Further, negotiation or other procedures looking 
toward an abbreviated record could be used for purposes of delay. The agency’s 
own interest in eliminating needless work and expense will serve to insure that 
stipulations will be entered into whenever feasible, or application made to the 
reviewing court for leave to file less than the complete record in an appropriate case. 

Accordingly, the Board recommends that the sentence beginning on line 11, 
page 4 of H. R. 6682 and ending on line 17, page 4, be stricken and the following 
substituted: 

“The agency, board, commission or officer concerned shall have an option 
without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, to file in the court 
in which a proceeding is pending the entire record of the proceedings before it 
without abbreviation.” 

Subject to the above recommendation for amendment, the Board endorses the 
enactment of H. R. 6682. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 

JoserH P. Apams, Acting Chairman. 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 7, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN CELLER: In response to your letter of May 9, 1956, en- 
closed herewith are the comments of this Commission on H. R. 6682. 
Sincerely yours, 
Georce C. McConnavuGueEy, Chairman, 


CoMMENTS OF THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION ON S. 2223 ANpD 
H. R. 6682 


S. 2223 and H. R. 6682 are identical bills which would amend title 28, United 
States Code, by adding a section (sec. 2112) prescribing the procedure for the filing 
of the record of agency proceedings with a court of appeals wherein a proceeding 
has been instituted to review or enforce an agency order. The principal purpose 
of the bills is to authorize abbreviation of the record on review. This is accom- 
plished by empowering the courts to adopt rules relating to the filing of the 
record, and by authorizing the filing of a record containing less than all of the 
proceedings before the agency, pursuant to court rules, stipulations by the parties 
and the agency, or court order. Section 12 of 8. 2223 and H. R. 6682 make the 
proposed section 2112 applicable to appeals from decisions of this Commission 
under section 402 (b) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. 

The Commission favors adoption of 8. 2223 and H. R. 6682. Section 2112, 
and the court rules that would presumably be adopted to implement it, would 
reduce the administrative burden upon the Commission in compiling records for 
filing in court, while leaving the Commission the option of filing the complete 
record. It will no longer be necessary to file lengthy records containing all 
proceedings before the Commission, when a portion of the pleadings and evidence 
presented to the Commission are immaterial to the appeal. It may be noted that 
abbreviation of the record will also facilitate its use and handling by the Com- 
mission and the courts. 

At the present time some petitions for review of action taken by this Com- 
mission are instituted pursuant to Public Law 901, 8lst Congress, 2d session, 
which provides for abbreviation of the record by stipulation or order of the court. 
The instant amendment will establish identical procedures for filing of the record 
in appeals from all Commission orders. 


Adopted May 16, 1956. 
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FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION, 


Washington, May 17, 1956. 
Re H. R. 6682, 84th Congress. 


Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuHarRMAN: With reference to your request for the views of the 
Federal Power Commission on H. R. 6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation 
of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies 
by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the 
original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review 
or enforcement of such orders and for other purposes, there are attached four 
copies of our report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME K. KuyKENDALL, Chairman. 


FEDERAL PowrR Commission Report on H. R. 6682, 84TH CoNncREss 


A bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement 
of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or 
enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law 
relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for other 
purposes. 

Section 2 of this bill, which is drafted as an amendment to the United States 
Code, would authorize the courts of appeals (with the approval of the Judicial 
Conference) to adopt rules with respect to the time and manner of filing, and the 
contents of, the record on review of orders of administrative agencies, including the 
Federal Power Commission; empower the agencies to select between two or more 
courts where petitions for review of the same order are filed in more than one; 
authorize abbreviation of the record by court rule, or stipulation of all parties, or 
by court order; permit transmittal of certified true copies in lieu of originals, and 
provide for the ultimate return of originals. 

Sections 16 and 19 would respectively amend the review sections of the Federal 
Power Act and Natural Gas Act ! to provide expressly that until the filing of the 
record in a court of appeals the Federal Power Commission can modify or set 
aside any order ‘“‘in such manner as it shall deem proper.” 

Other sections of the act relating mostly to review provisions of statutes admin- 
istered by other agencies will not be reported on herein. 

In general, this Commission is in sympathy with the apparent objectives of 
sections 2, 16, and 19 of the bill. However, it is not convinced of the necessity of 
those sections of the bill or any part thereof, and in any event, believes that they 
should not be enacted unless certain of their provisions are amended. 

Our specific comments follow, in the order of the provisions to which they relate: 

Page 2, lines 1 to 6: The bill should be redrafted as an amendment to an existing 
statute (or as a new statute), not as an amendment to the United States Code. 
The code is merely evidence of the statutes. 

Page 2, lines 7 to 9: We question the desirability of making this part of the 
rulemaking power of the several courts of appeals dependent upon approval of the 
Judicial Conference, which is an extrajudicial, advisory body. 

Page 2, lines 9 and 15: The bill should not authorize court rulemaking on 
(1) “time * * * of filing,’’ (2) ‘“‘manner of filing,’’ and (3) ‘contents of’’ the 
record, where existing statutory law covers 1 or 2 but not all 3 of those matters, 
for that would authorize court rules to supersede existing statutes which cover 
1 or 2 but not all 3 topics. 

Page 2, line 16: The bill should not require “‘the record’’ (which would mean 
the original and full record) to be certified because to do so would conflict with 
the provisions giving the courts power to prescribe rules on the same subject 
(p. 2, lines 7 to 15) and particularly where it may be desired that such rules 
provide for filing a certificate describing the record in lieu of filing the record 
itself (cf. CA3 rule 18 (7); similar rules have been adopted by the 2d, 4th, 5th 
and 10th circuits); conflict with the provisions for abbreviation of the record 
(p. 3, line 7; p. 4, line 17) ; and conflict with the provision (p. 4, line 18; p. 5, line 9) 
permitting true copies of records to be filed in lieu of original records. 

We believe that it is particularly desirable that any legislation of this kind 
contain a provision, like that on page 3, line 21; page 4, line 5, but going even 


é. These sections, unlike sec. 2 of the bill, are drafted as amendments to the statutes, not the United States 
ode. 
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further, that where any question of the sufficiency of the evidence to support the 
findings or order is raised, the party raising the question must bear the burden 
and expense of printing the record except insofar as opposed parties are willing 
and able, without burden to themselves, to agree to abbreviation of the portions 
to be printed. We also believe that it is desirable that such legislation permit 
transcripts or copies, or certificates describing the record, to be filed in lieu of 
the original records. , 

More important than particular details such as we have discussed is the preser- 
vation of flexibility, and we are not convinced that the entire matter cannot 
adequately be handled by court rules without new legislation. We believe that 
there should be opportunity for further experimentation, which is possible under 
the statutes as they now stand, and we doubt that further legislation is really 
necessary at this time. 

With respect to sections 16 and 19 of the bill, we think they are unnecessary 
and that their omission (and omission of any corresponding provisions in other 
sections which may be no more necessary) would greatly simplify the bill. See 
also our comments above as to the desirability of legislating by reference to the 
statutes, not the United States Code. We also question whether the purported 
grant of power to this Commission to modify or set aside any finding or order 
“tin such manner as it shall deem proper’ is a valid delegation of legislative power, 
unless it is tied to the standards governing the Commission’s power to issue such 
an order in the first instance. 

FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION, 
By Jerome K. KuYKENDALL, 
Chairman. 





SECURITIES AND ExcHANGE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D, C., June 1, 1956. 


Re H. R. 6682, to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforce- 
ment of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals, etc. 


Hon. EMANUEL CELLEP, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is in response to your letter of May 9, 1956, 
which we have acknowledged previously, in which you requested our comments 
on the above bill. 

Our General Counsel has submitted to us a memorandum on this bill, and the 
companion 8. 2223. Three copies of that memorandum are attached hereto. 
Upon full consideration of the matter, the Commission has approved and adopted 
the General Counsel’s memorandum as a statement of its views. As indicated in 
the attached memorandum, we are in full accord with the general objectives of 
this bill. The proposals contained therein, however, do raise a few problems which 
are discussed in the memorandum. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget, pursuant to its Circular 
No. A-19 that it has no objection to the views cxpressed herein. 

We appreciate greatly the opportunity afforded us to comment on this proposed 
legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Downey Orrick, Commissioner. 


MermoranpuMm or THomas G. MEEKER, GENERAL COUNSEL, SECURITIES AND 
EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


These are identical bills and will hereinafter be referred to as ‘‘the bill.’””’ The 
Commission is affected by sections 2, 9, 10, 15, 25, 26, and 33, and the comments 
contained herein are limited to those sections. No opinion is expressed with 
respect to the other provisiens which do not affect the Commission. 

I am in full accord with the general objectives of the bill. Certain provisions, 
however, present a number of problems which are discussed below. 


I, EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF APPEALS ON FILING OF PETITION 


Sections 10, 15, 25 and 26 of the bill would amend the court review provisions 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935, the Investment Company Act of 1940, and the Investment Advisers Act 
of 1940, so as to provide inter alia that upon the filing of a petition for review 
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the court of appeals shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify or set aside 
the Commission’s order in whole or in part. The statutes presently provide that 
the court of appeals shall have exclusive jurisdiction upon the filing of the trans- 
cript of the record, which may not occur for some time after the filing of the peti- 
tion. 

The following problems are presented by this proposed change: 

1. Rehearing before the Commission.—The suggested acceleration of the date of 
the exclusive jurisdiction of the court of appeals, in some instances, may possibly 
have the effect of depriving a party of the right to a rehearing before the Com- 
mission. Rule XII (e) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice (17 CFR, sec. 
201.12 (e)), permits the filing of a petition for rehearing within 5 days after entry 
of the order complained of. Under the proposed change if one of the parties to 
the proceeding should file a petition for review before another party files a petition 
for rehearing, the Commission may lack jurisdiction to entertain the petition for 
rehearing for the reason that exclusive jurisdiction to modify or set aside the 
Commission’s order in whole or in part would be vested in the court of appeals. 
This would deprive the Commission of the power to modify its order in light of 
objections or changed circumstances called to its attention by a petition for 
rehearing or otherwise. Modification of an order, of course, may sometimes 
eliminate the basis for further litigation. Moreover, since proceedings before 
the Commission frequently involve more than one issue, the Commission may be 
deprived of power to modify its own order with respect to an issue which is not 
involved in the petition for review. 

2. Administrative stay.—The proposed change might also possibly be construed 
to deny the Commission the power to grant a stay of its own order after a petition 
for review has been filed in the appellate court. Applications to the Commission 
for stays pending appellate court review are frequently made after the issuance 
of Commission orders. The Commission’s familiarity with the case at this stage 
gives it a peculiar advantage in passing upon such applications. Where such 
applications are presented to an appellate court, the court generally has the 
benefit of the Commission’s prior determination on the question of a stay. This 
may no longer be true if the proposed amendment is construed to deprive the 
Commission of jurisdiction in the matter once a petition for review has been filed. 

3. Multiple petitions.—As previously indicated, proceedings before the Com- 
mission frequently involve more than one person. The Federal securities statutes 
commonly permit court review proceedings to be instituted in either the Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit or in the court of appeals for the 
circuit in which the allegedly aggrieved person resides or has his principal place 
of business. (See, e. g., sec. 24 (a) of the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
of 1935, 15 U. 8. C., sec. 79x (a).) The proposed change may create a problem 
of construction with regard to the respective jurisdictions of the various courts 
of appeals where several petitions for review of a single Commission order are 
filed by various parties in different courts. Section 2 of the bill would amend 
title 28 of the United States Code by adding section 2112 (a) which would authorize 
the Commission to file the record in that court where the proceedings could be 
carried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties, and would require 
the other courts to transfer the proceedings therein to the particular court in 
which the record was filed. The bill presumably contemplates that the filing of 
a petition for review in one court will not deprive a second court of jurisdiction 
to entertain a petition for review, notwithstanding the language of the bill which 
would give the first court “exclusive jurisdiction” on the filing of the petition. 
Presumably also, in transferring the proceedings to the court in which the record 
has been filed the first court would be relinquishing its “‘exclusive’’ or other 
jurisdiction in the matter. Such problems of construction do not arise under the 
present statutes since ‘‘exclusive’’ jurisdiction is not vested in a court of appeals 
until such time as the record is filed therein. 

4. Nonreviewable orders. I assume that, notwithstanding the broad language 
respecting the exclusive jurisdiction of the court upon the filing of a petition for 
review, the bill is not intended in any way to give the court of appeals jurisdic- 
tion to review certain types of orders which heretofore have not been regarded 
as reviewable by it, nor to foreclose the Commission from seeking to dismiss a 
petition for review for lack of jurisdiction. For example, certain Commission 
orders under section 11 (e) of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 
(15 U. 8. C. § 79k (e)), which are made conditional upon district court enforce- 
ment have been held not to be reviewable initially in a court of appeals. See 
General Protective Committee v. SEC (346 U. 8S. 521 (1954)). The court would 
also lack jurisdiction to review orders of an interlocutory nature. The question 
of what is a reviewable order, I presume, is not affected by the proposed legisla- 
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tion. A statement to this effect in the committee’s report might eliminate possible 
future controversy on this point. 

The particular benefits to be derived from the proposed acceleration of the 
time for vesting exclusive jurisdiction in the court of appeals are not clear. 
Courts of appeals presently have jurisdiction upon the filling of the petition with 
respect to various phases of the review proceedings, such as stays and matters 
pertaining to the record on appeal. As previously indicated, however, such jur- 
isdiction is not to the exclusion of that jurisdiction which the Commission may 
continue to have until such time as the record is filed in the court of appeals. 


II. CONTENTS OF APPELLATE RECORD 


Section 2 of the bill would add section 2112 (b) to title 28 of the United States 
Code to provide that the record to be filed in the court of appeals shall consist of 
“the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report. upon which it 
is based, and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, board, 
commission or officer concerned * * *,”’ Provision would be made for the filing 
of only a portion of the full record in certain instances, and for dispensing with 
the entire record in an appropriate case. 

It is not clear whether briefs filed in the administrative proceedings, which 
contain the written argument made to the Commission, would be part of the 
record on appeal. The Commission generally includes such briefs in records 
which it certifies, except in the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
where they are excluded in deference to the opinion of that court in Norris & 
Hirshberg v. SEC (163 F. 2d 689, 694 (1947)). They are regarded as relevant 
because the court review provisions of the statutes administered by this Com- 
mission provide that no objection to the Commission’s order shall be considered 
by the court unless such objection shall have been urged before the Commission. 
See, e. g., section 9 (a) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S. C. 77i (a)). While 
the question does not arise frequently, it may be necessary on occasion to refer to 
the briefs and oral argument before the Commission to show that a point was or 
was not urged, or was waived. In addition, rule XI (c) of the Commission’s 
Rules of Practice (17 C. F. R. 201.11 (c)), provides: ‘‘Exceptions and proposed 
findings and conslusions not briefed in accordance with this rule may be regarded 
by the Commission as waived.” 

One solution to the problem might be to provide expressly that briefs and the 
transcript of the oral argument before the Commission shall be included in the 
record on appeal. Another solution, following the pattern of the proposed sec- 
tion 2112 (b), might be to provide that the briefs and said transcript shall be 
filed as a supplement to the record where the court desires to examine them in 
connection with its review of the Commission’s order. 


Ill. TRANSMITTAL OF PHYSICAL RECORD TO COURT OF APPEALS 


This bill, I assume, is not inconsistent with rules of court such as those adopted 
by the Courts of Appeals for the Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Tenth, and Dis- 
trict of Columbia Circuits, which provide for the transmittal of a certified list of 
the documents and materials comprising the record in lieu of physical transmittal 
of the record itself. Under the typical rule the agency holds the material com- 
prising the record ‘for and on behalf of the clerk of [the] court and subject to 
his orders’’, to be transmitted when and if required by the court for its use in the 
review proceedings. See, e. g., rule 13 (g) of the Court of Appeals for the Second 
Circuit. 

These rules, in our experience to date, appear to work well and provide a method 
of dealing with voluminous records accumulated in extended administrative pro- 
ceedings which may well be given further consideration in connection with this 
bill. 

I presume that such court rules will be authorized under the proposed section 
2112 (a) of title 28 of the United States Code which will empower the courts of 
appeals to adopt rules prescribing, inter alia, the “‘manner of filing’’ the record 
on appeal. Whether the record should be physically lodged with the court of 
appeals or held by the Commission for the use of the court, it seems, can properly 
be regarded as a matter involving the “manner of filing’ the record within the 
purview of the proposed section 2112 (a). Should there be any substantial 
doubt about this, the bill should be revised to authorize the adoption of rules 
of this type. 
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IV. UNIFORMITY OF COURT REVIEW PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL SECURITIES 
STATUTES 


The provisions of the various Federal securities statutes might be made uniform 
as respects the persons upon whom the petition for review may be served and 
the time when the court of appeals obtains “exclusive jurisdiction” of the case. 
The present bill proposes to change the jurisdictional provisions of all of the 
statutes except the Securities Act of 1933. Any changes in this regard which 
may ultimately be decided upon might be made applicable to the Securities Act 
as well. The bill, also, preserves the present differences in said statutes as to 
the persons upon whom the petition may be served. Thus, in the Securities Act 
of 1933 it is ‘‘the Commission’’; in the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 it is 
‘“‘any member of the Commission’’; and in the Public Utility Holding Company 
Act of 1935 it is “any member of the Commission, or * * * any officer thereof 
designated by the Commission for that purpose.”’ 


V. APPROVAL OF JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF UNITED STATES—UNIFORMITY OF COURT 
RULES 


I assume that the official status of the Judicial Conference of the United States 
is such that it is proper to condition the power of the courts of appeals to adopt 
the contemplated rules upon the prior approval of that body, as provided in the 
proposed section 2112 (a) to title 28 of the United States Code. There is, at 
least, precedent for this arrangement in section 11 of the act of December 29, 
1950 (64 Stat. 1132, 5 U. S. C. 1041), relating to the review of certain orders of 
designated administrative agencies and officers. 

As in the case of the provisions of the statutes themselves, I believe that the 
rules of the various courts should also afford uniform procedures so far as prac- 
ticable. Whilc the bill itself does not provide for such uniformity, I assume that 
a principal purpose of the requirement of approval of the Judicial Conference is 
to encourage and facilitate the adoption of uniform rules in this area. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., May 25, 1958. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN CELLER: Your letter of May 4, 1956, requesting an expression 
of views on a bill, H. R. 6682, introduced by you, to authorize the abbreviation of 
the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by 
the court of appeals and the review or enforcement of sueh orders on the original 
papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforce- 
ment of such orders, and for other purposes, has been referred to our Committee 
on Legislation. After careful consideration by that Committee, I am authorized 
to submit the following comments in its behalf. 

The purpose of H. R. 6682 is clearly stated in its title as quoted above. Except 
for an occasional case arising under section 11 of the Clayton Antitrust Act 
(15 U.S. C. 21), this bill would not affect the review of orders of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission. The majority of the orders of this Commission are 
issued under the Interstate Commerce Act, and, under the provisions of section 
1336, title 28, of the United States Code, are reviewable by three-judge United 
States district courts instead of the United States courts of appeal as in the case of 
orders of many of the other administrative agencies. 

It is noted that section 2 of the bill would provide, among other things, that 
where proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeal with 
respect to the same order of the administrative agency, the agency concerned shall 
file the record in that one of such courts in which, in its judgment, the proceedings 
may be carried on with the greatest convenience to all of the parties involved. 
This section would further provide that the other courts in which such proceedings 
are pending shall thereupon transfer them to the court of appeals in which the 
record has been filed by the agency concerned. 

While we wholeheartedly favor having such multiple actions determined by a 
single court, we do not believe that it would be desirable, in such cases, for the 
defendant agency to have the privilege and duty of determining in which court 
actions against it shall be determined. It would seem preferable that some 
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arrangement be devised whereby such a determination shall be made by the 
judiciary. 
Subject to the foregoing reservation, we believe that enactment of H. R. 6682 
would be desirable. 
Respectfully submitted. 
ANTHONY ARPAIA, 
Chairman, 
J. M. JoHnson, 
OweEN CLARKE, 
Committee on Legislation. 


RAILROAD RETIREMENT Boarp, 
Chicago, Ill., May 17, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CELLER: In accordance with your request of May 7, 1956, the 
Railroad Retirement Board submits the following report on the bill H. R. 6682, 
introduced in the 84th Congress by you. 

Primarily, the bill would authorize (in section 2) the courts of appeal for the 
various circuits to adopt rules prescribing the time and manner of filing, and 
the contents of, the record in all proceedings for review or enforcement of orders 
of administrative agencies in connection with which ‘‘the applicable statute’’ 
does not specifically prescribe otherwise; and to require the various agencies to 
comply with such rules. The bill would authorize, further, the abbreviation of 
any such record in accordance with the rules adopted by the several courts of 
appeal, or as the agency concerned and the other parties to the review of enforce- 
ment proceeding may agree (but not inconsistent with the court’s rules) or as 
the court may designate either upon its own motion or a party’s. The bill 
would also authorize an agency to file as the record in any such proceeding the 
original papers forming all or part of the record, or to file certified copies. In 
addition the bill would amend various provisions of law relating to review or 
enforcement of orders or decisions of the individual agencies (including, in sec. 
23 of the bill, the court review provisions contained in sec 5 (f) of the Railroad 
Unemployment Insurance Act which govern also court review under the other 
legislation administered by the Railroad Retirement Board, the Railroad Re- 
tirement Act) to provide uniformity with respect to the authority of the courts 
in connection with the filing of records in review or enforcement proceedings 
and in recording and entering decrees in respect of such proceedings. The bill 
would specifically provide in section 33, however, that the bill should not be 
construed to repeal or modify any provision of the Administrative Procedure 
Act. 

The effect on this agency of the particular amendments to the review provisions 
of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act [and as a consequence to the review 
provisions of the Railroad Retirement Act (sec. 11 of the Railroad Retirement 
Act)] included in section 23 of the bill would be (1) to provide in explicit terms, by 
reference, for the abbreviation of records which would be authorized by section 2 
of the bill, (2) to give the reviewing court exclusive jurisdiction in the review 
proceeding upon the filing of a petition for review rather than, as at present, upon 
the filing of the record with the court, and (3) to eliminate the words ‘‘upon the 
pleadings and transcript of the record’’ from the specific provisions authorizing 
the court to enter a decree ‘‘upon the pleadings and transcript of the record.” 

The Railroad Retirement Board has no objection to the enactment of the bill 
as proposed. 

R report on the identical bill, S. 2223, introduced in the Senate by Mr. Kilgore, 
has been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget, which informs us that there is 
no objection to its submission. 

Sincerely yours, 
Raymonv J. Keuiuy, Chairman. 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, May 16, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This is in response to your letter of May 4, 1956, invit- 
ing an expression of the views of this Commission upon H. R. 6682, 84th Congress, 
Ist Session, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or 
enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the 
review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform 
the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for 
other purposes. 

This bill would add a new section to chapter 133 of title 28 of the United 
States Code and would amend the acts of various administrative agencies, thereby 
making uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of orders 
of such agencies. The Commission generally is in accord with the purposes of 
the bill, but desires to call your attention to an inconsistency in the proposed 
amendments to the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Clayton Act, contained 
in sections 3 and 4 of the bill. 

Section 3 (a) of the bill, amending the sixth sentence of subsection (b) of section 
5 of the Feder>' Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112), would provide 
that “until the record in the proceeding has been filed in a court of appeals of the 
United States,” the Commission may at any time modify or set aside its report 
or order to cease and desist. Section 3 (c) of the bill, amending subsection (d) 
of section 5, would provide that the jurisdiction of the court of appeals shall be 
exclusive upon the filing of the record with the court. These provisions, in sub- 
stance, are the same as the corresponding provisions of the present statute. 
They contemplate that the jurisdiction of the court will not attach until the 
record is filed. But section 3 (b) of the bill, amending the third sentence of 
subsection (c) of section 5, would provide that the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals would attach ‘“‘Upon such filing of the petition,” without reference to the 
filing of the record. The comparable provision of the present statute provides 
that such jurisdiction shall attach ‘“‘upon such filing of the petition and transcript 
* * *”’ We think that to remove this inconsistency the third sentence of sub- 
section (c) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act should be modified 
so as to provide as follows, the italicized words having been added to the language 
of the proposed bill: 

“Upon such filing of the petition and record, or upon the filing of a stipulation or 
the entry of an order to the effect that no record need be filed in the court of appeals, 
the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined 
therein and shall have power to make and enter a decree affirming, modifying, 
os setting aside the order of the Commission, and enforcing the same to the 
extent that such order is affirmed and to issue such writs as are ancillary to its 
jurisdiction or are necessary to its judgment to prevent injury to the public or 
to competitors pendente lite.” 

We consider the present provisions of law, which afford the Commission an 
opportunity to consider and act upon petitions for reconsideration before court 
review, to be very desirable. They enable the Commission to correct inadvertent 
errors that occasionally occur, and are quite valuable in preventing unnecessary 
litigation through the opportunity for careful reconsideration in appropriate 
instances. We think it would be regrettable to have any inconsistency in, or 
uncertainty about, the continuance of these useful provisions of existing law. 

For the same reasons, like observations are pertinent with reference to section 
4 of the bill, amending section 11 of the Clayton Act, as amended (64 Stat. 
1127). Section 4 (a) would amend the sixth sentence of the second paragraph of 
section 11 of the act so as to provide that ‘‘Until the record”’ is filed with a court 
of appeals the Commission may modify or set aside its report or order to cease 
and desist. Section 4 (d) would amend the fifth paragraph of section 11 of the 
act so as to provide that the jurisdiction of the court of appeals shall be exclusive 
upon the filing of the record with the court. These provisions are substantially 
the same as the corresponding provisions of the present statute, and contemplate 
that the jurisdiction of the court will not attach until the record is filed. Section 
4 (c) of the bill, however, would amend the third sentence of the fourth paragraph 
of section 11 of the act so as to provide that the jurisdiction of the court of appeals 
would attach “Upon the filing of such petition,” without reference to the filing 
of the record. 
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In order to remove this apparent inconsistency, we think the third sentence of 
the fourth paragraph of section 11 of the Clayton Act should be modified so as 
to provide as follows, the italicized words having been added to the language of 
the i aera bill: 

‘Upon the filing of such petition and record, or upon the filing of a stipulation or 
the entry of an order to the effect that no record need be filed in the court of appeals, 
the court shall have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order 
of the Commission or Board as in the case of an application by the Commission 
or Board for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of the Commission 
or Board as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence determined as pro- 
vided in section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like manner 
be conclusive.” 

We have only one further comment, which relates to the last sentence of sub- 
section (b) of proposed section 2112 of title 28 of the United States Code, contained 
in section 2 of the proposed bill. That sentence is in the following language: 

‘Tf the rules of the court of appeals in which a proceeding is pending do not require 
the printing of the entire record in that court the agency, board, commission, or officer 
concerned may, at its option and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this 
subsection, file in the court the entire record of the proceedings before it without 
abbreviation.”’ [Italic supplied.] 

The Commission is anxious to preserve the option of filing a transcript of the 
entire record in the court of appeals. While we believe the above language may 
accomplish this purpose, we see no need for the portion underscored above and 
suggest that it be stricken. 

By direction of the Commission. 

Joun W. Gwynne, Chairman. 


N. B.—Pursuant to regulations, this report was cleared orally with the Bureau 
of the Budget on May 15, 1956, and the Commission was advised that there would 
be no objection to the submission of the report to the committee. 


Rosert M. Parris, Secretary 


SUBVERSIVE AcTIVITIES CoNTROL BOARD, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN 
Washington, D. C., June 7. 1956 
Ilon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear CovGRESSMAN CELLER: This will refer to your letter of May 7, 1956 
requesting comments on H. R. 6682 now pending before your committee. 

Mr. Gallagher, the Board’s General Counsel, has been in touch with the counsel 
for your committee and has advised him that the Board is heavily engaged in 
litigation as a result of the recent remand by the Supreme Court in the case of 
Communist Party USA v. Subversive Activities Control Board. A number of 
Board orders finding organizations to be Communist fronts are now on appeal in 
the United States Court of Appeals. All of these organizations, ieolidiane the 
Communist Party, have filed motions in the court of appeals as well as with this 
Board raising questions which affect virtually the entire administration of the 
Internal Security Act by the Board. With our small legal staff, we will be busily 
engaged for several months in litigation and in complying with the Supreme 
Court’s remand. 

In view of these considerations, it is respectfully requested that the Board be 
excused and excepted from a report on this bill, since to prepare one would require 
extensive study which would impede to some degree the Board’s consideration 
of urgent problems vitally affecting the administration of the Internal Security 
Act. 

With best personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas J. HerBert, Chairmen 
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Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 21, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 26, D. C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN CELLER: This is with further reference to your request 
for my comments on H. R. 6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record 
on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts 
of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of 
such orders, and for other purposes. 

The bill would authorize United States courts of appeals to adopt rules, to be 
approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States, on the time and manner 
of filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings to review orders of 
administrative agencies in which the applicable statute does not specifically deal 
with those matters. Abbreviation of the record may be permitted by rule or order 
of the court or stipulation between the agency and the other litigants. Under 
the bill original papers could be filed in lieu of a transcript and provision is made 
for the agency to regain possession of these papers after completion of the pro- 
ceedings in the courts of appeals. The bill also amends various statutes contain- 
ing specific provisions for judicial review so as to bring their judicial review pro- 
visions into conformity with this bill. 

As these provisions apply to review in circuit courts of appeals, the only admin- 
istrative proceedings in the Department of Labor whose review would be affected 
by the bill’s provisions are those conducted in connection with the determination 
of minimum wages in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands under the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended. Specific provision is made in section 22 of 
the bill to conform the review of these proceedings under section 10 (a) of the act 
with the provisions of this bill. 

The present lack of unform requirements with respect to the filing of records 
in proceedings before the courts of appeals to review or enforce the orders of 
administrative agencies places burdens upon the agencies. This bill would pro- 
vide a sensible and workable means of meeting this problem. As the same diffi- 
ulties arise in connection with review or enforcement of administrative orders 
in district courts, however, I think consideration might well be given to extending 
similar provisions to those proceedings. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
JaMES P. MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 


FEDERAL MARITIME BOARD, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 29, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 


Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington 245, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMan: This letter is in reply to your request of May 4, 1956, 
for the views of the Federal Maritime Board with respect to H. R. 6682, a bill to 
authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders 
of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement 
of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law relating to the 
record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for other purposes. 

The bill would amend chapter 133 o7 title 28 of the United States Code by 
adding a new section 2112, which would govern the time and manner of filing, 
and the contents of, the record to be filed in United States courts of appeals, 
and the venue of such courts, in proceedings instituted in such courts to review 
or enforce orders of United States agencies, boards, commissions, and officers. 
The bill would also amend statutes conferring jurisdiction on such courts toreview 
and enforce such orders to make the time of filing the petition to review or enforce 
the order the uniform time for the attaching of jurisdiction. Under some such 
statutes, jurisdiction does not now attach until the record is filed. 

The new section 2112 (which the bill would add to title 28 of the United States 
Codé) would provide that the record to be filed in courts of appeals in proceedings 


(57) 








102 ABBREVIATED RECORDS IN REVIEWING PROCEEDINGS 


to review or enforce orders of United States agencies, boards, commissions, or 
officers shall consist of— 

(a) The contents prescribed by the statute conferring jurisdiction on courts 
of appeals to review or enforce the order if such statute prescribes such contents; or 

(b) The order to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report upon which 
it is based, and the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, board, 
commission or officer, if (1) the statute conferring jurisdiction does not prescribe 
the contents of the record, and (2) the rules of the courts of appeals with venue 
do not require the printing of the entire record to be filed, and (3) the agency, 
board, commission, or officer elects to file all of the foregoing; or 

(c) If the agency, board, commission, or officer is not eligible under (b) above 
to elect, or does not elect, to file all of the material there specified, such portions 
thereof as (1) the rules of the court of appeals with venue require, or (2) the 
parties by written stipulation, consistent with such rules, designate, or (3) the 
court upon motion of any party, or on its own motion, designates, but if the 
correctness of a finding of fact is in question, all the evidence shall be included 
except such portion thereof as the parties agree to omit. 

The bill would authorize the courts of appeals, with the approval of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States, to make rules, not inconsistent with the foregoing 
provisions, with respect to the content of the record to be filed, and with respect 
to the time and manner of filing the record if the statute conferring jurisdiction 
does not prescribe the time and manner of filing. Since the foregoing provisions 
authorize the parties to abbreviate the record by stipulation consistent with the 
rules of the court, and authorize the court by order to designate the contents 
of the record, the possible area for the operation of such rules with respect to 
the contents of the record appear to be to limit abbreviation of the record by the 
parties and to state the limits within which the court would require abbreviation 
if the agency, board, commission, or officer is not eligible to elect, or does not 
elect, to file the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

The new section would further provide that the agency, board, commission, or 
officer may transmit to the court of appeals either the original papers comprising 
the record to be filed or certified true copies of such papers. The apparent pur- 
pose of this provision is to authorize the agency, board, commission, or officer 
to file the original papers in those circumstances in which it considers that the 
expense of preparing copies would be unjustified. It is evidently intended, never- 
theless, that if the bill is enacted the Judicial Conference of the United States 
might approve rules of court which might under some circumstances require the 
printing of the entire record to be filed, because subsection (b) of the new section 
provides that, if the rules of court require the printing of the entire record to be 
filed, the agency, board, commission or officer shall not have the option of filing 
the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

Sections 29 and 30 of the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended (46 U.S. C. 828-829), 
make orders issued by the Federal Maritime Board under that act enforceable 
in the United States district courts. The bill, therefore, would not apply to 
proceedings to enforce such orders. 

Public Law 901, 8lst Congress (the act of Dec. 29, 1950, 64 Stat. 1129) 

5 U. 8. C. 1031-1042), however, confers on the United States courts of appeals 
jurisdiction to review orders issued by the Federal Maritime Board under the 
Shipping Act, 1916, and provides (sec. 6) that the record to be filed in the court of 
appeals in such proceedings shall consist of the pleadings, evidence and proceed- 
ings before the agency or such portions thereof as the rules of court require or such 
portions as the parties, with the approval of the court of appeals, agree upon in 
writing. 

The bill would amend section 6 of Public Law 901 to provide that the record to 
be filed shall be the record provided for in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. This amendment would change existing statutory law in the following 
respect: (1) It would require that all of the evidence be included in the record if 
the correctness of a finding of fact is in question; and (2) it would give the Board 
the option of filing the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbrevi- 
ation in those cases in which the rules of court do not require the printing of the 
entire record to be filed. 

The bill would amend section 611 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as 
amended, which provides that. if an operating-differential subsidy contractor 
believes that the United States has without just cause defaulted upon, or canceled, 
his operating-differential subsidy contract, he may apply to the Maritime Com- 
mission, setting forth his contentions, for permission to transfer his vessels to 
foreign registry, and if the Commission, after hearing, finds affirmatively on the 
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issue, it shall grant the application, but otherwise deny it. Section 611 further 
provides that if the application is denied, the contractor may obtain a review of 
the order of denial in the United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia by filing in that court a written petition, a copy of which shall be 
served upon any member of the Commission, or upon any officer thereof desig- 
nated for that purpose, and the Commission shall thereupon file in the court a 
transcript of the record upon which the order was entered and upon such filing 
the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to determine whether such cancellation 
or default was without just cause and to affirm or set aside such order. 

Section 17 of the bill would amend this section 611 of the 1936 act to provide 
that a copy of the petition for review shall be served on a member of the Board 
rather than on a member of the Commission, that the record provided for in 
section 2112 of title 5 of the United States Code shall be filed in the court rather 
than a transcript of the record upon which the order was entered, and that the 
jurisdiction of the court shall attach when the petition for review is filed rather 
than when the record is filed. 

Reorganization Plan No. 21 of 1950 abolished the Maritime Commission, 
created the Federal Maritime Board, and divided between the Federal Maritime 
Board and the Secretary of Commerce the functions the Maritime Commission 
had under various statutes. Under the Plan, the functions under section 611 of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, would be exercised in some cases by the Federal 
Maritime Board and in others by the Secretary of Commerce. Under section 
905 (e) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (Public Law 586, 82d 
Cong.; 66 Stat. 760), the word ‘‘Commission,’”’ as used in the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, means the Federal Maritime Board or the Secretary of Commerce, as 
the context may require to conform to Reorganization Plan 21 of 1950. Section 
17 should be amended to let this definition operate properly under Reorganization 
Plan No. 21. This can be accomplished simply by restoring in section 17 of the 
bill the word ““Commission”’ in place of the word ‘‘Board”’ wherever it appears in 
the section. 

The bill would provide for abbreviated records to be filed in courts of appeals 
in proceedings in those courts to review or enforce orders of agencies, boards, com- 
missions, or officers of the United States and for review or enforcement of sich 
orders on the basis of the original papers, and would make the time of the filing 
of the petition for review the time for the attaching of the court’s jurisdiction. 

If section 17 of the bill is amended as suggested, the Federal Maritime Board 
would have no objection to enactment of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE G. Morse, Chairman. 


ee 


Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1956. 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judicia:y, 
House of Re piveser tatlives 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request for a report on H. R. 
6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforce- 
ment of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review 
or enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the law 
relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for other 
purposes. 

The proposed legislation relates to procedure for appeal from orders of adminis- 
trative agencies. It would supplement the Administrative Procedure Act by 
prescribing for a uniform record to be sent to the courts by the agencies and 
authorizes the filing of a short copy of the record upon stipulation of the parties. 
Where proceedings for review of the same administrative orders are filed in two 
or more courts, the proposed legislation would require the agency to file the record 
“in that one of such courts in which in its judgment the proceedings may be car- 
ried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties involved’’; whereas, the 
current law provides in such instances that the court in which an appeal is first 
docketed retains jurisdiction. 

Section 5, pages 8 and 9 of the bill, relates to the Post Office Department. 
Pursuant to section 2 of the act of July 28, 1916 (39 U.S. C., see. 576), the owner 
of any publication required by departmental order to be transmitted by freight 
is authorized to apply to the Department for an opportunity to be heard, if he 
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believes that he is being unfairly ‘discriminated against. The publisher is given 
the right to appeal to the United States Court of Appeals of the District of Colum- 
bia for a review of the departmental order. It is provided that ‘A copy of such 
petition shall be forthwith served upon the Post Office Department and there- 
upon the said Department forthwith shall certify and file in the court a transcript 
of the record and testimony. Upon the filing of such transcript the court shall 
have jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order of the Department.” 

Section 5 of the bill would make certain changes in the procedural requirements 
of the two sentences quoted, so that the sentences would read: ‘‘A copy of such 
petition shall be forthwith transmitted bv the clerk of the court to the Post Office 
Department and thereupon the said Department shall file in the court the record, 
as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of 
such petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the 
order of the Department.’”’ This change would conform the provisions of section 
576 of title 39, United States Code, to the requirements of proposed new section 
2112 of title 28 of the United States Code which would be added by section 2 of 
the bill. 

This Department has no objection to the enactment of the legislation. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely vours, 
Maurice H. Stans, 
Deputy Postmaster General. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCcATION, AND WELFARE, 
July 11, 1956 
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHatrMan: This letter is in response to your requests of May 4 and 
7, 1956 (the latter request to the Surgeon General of the Public Health Service), 
for a report on H. R. 6682, as bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on 
the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by the courts of 
appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to 
make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such 
orders and for other purposes. 

The provisions of the bill are entirely of a technical legal character. There are 
herewith enclosed comments, prepared by the Office of the General Counsel, on 
those provisions of the bill which would affect this Department. Subject to the 
committee’s consideration of the suggestions made in the enclosed memorandum, 
we would have no objection to enactment of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fousom, Secretary 


ComMMENTS ON H. R. 6682 


A bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of 
orders of administrative agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or 
enforcement of such orders on the original papers and to make uniform the 
law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders, and for 
other purposes 


We understand that the bill embodies a legislative proposal of the Committee on 
Revision of the Laws of the Judicial Conference of the United States. It reflects 
to some extent suggestions made by this Department to Judge Albert B. Maris, 
Chairman of that Committee, in connection with a preliminary draft of the bill. 

The whole matter of records and briefs on review of administrative action has 
also been under studv by the President’s Conference on Administrative Procedure. 
We cooperated with the Conference’s Committee on Judicial Review. The 
Committee’s recommendations adopted by the Conference appear on pages 4 and 
5, report of the Conference on Administrative Procedure. These recommenda- 
tions concern only the filing of an abbreviated record and do not also concern rule- 
prescribing power of the courts of appeals as to the time and manner of filing, and 
the contents of, the record, as the bill does. However, the President’s Confer- 
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ence, in its comments on this matter, expressly stated that its recommendation 
‘is not intended to constitute an exclusive prescription of the provisions of such a 
statute, nor is it intended to preclude the addition of other provisions, if such are 
determined to be desirable or necessary.’’ It then called attention to the pre- 
liminary draft statute of the Committee on Revision of Laws of the Judicial 
Conference. Within their scope the recommendations of the President’s Con- 
ference are substantially in accord with the provisions of the bill. 

Subject to the committee’s consideration of the comments and suggestions 
made below, the provisions of the bill, insofar as they involve the interests of this 
Department, would seem to constitute desirable steps toward facilitating judicial 
review of administrative action by courts of appeals and toward the promotion 
of uniformity in that respect. 

Our specific comments on the provisions of the bill of concern to the Depart- 
ment are as follows: 

1. Subsection (a) of the proposed title 28, United States Code, section 2112, 
which is in section 2 of the bill, would empower the United States courts of appeals, 
with respect to proceedings for judicial review of agency orders by such courts, to 
adopt rules prescribing the time and manner of filing, and the contents, of the 
record where the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe these require- 
ments. In the case of this Department, this provision would apply to the follow- 
ing proceedings: 

(a) Review—under section 701 (f) (1) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, as amended by section 21 of this bill—of orders to issue, amend, or repeal 
regulations under sections 401, 403 (j), 404 (a), 406 (a) and (b), 501 (b), 502 (d), 
502 (h), 504, or 604 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

(b) Review of orders on tolerances for pesticide chemicals in or on raw agricul- 
tural commodities (sec. 408 (i) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 
as amended by sec. 20 of this bill) ; 

(c) Appeals from certain actions of the Surgeon General under the hospital and 
medical facilities construction program (sec. 632 (b) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U. S. C. 291j (b)), as amended by section 27 of this bill); 

(d) Review of certain actions of the Commissioner of Education relating to the 
construction of school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities (sec. 207 (b) 
of the act of September 23, 1950, as amended (20 U. 8. C. 277 (b)). 

2. Subsection (a) of the proposed section 2112 would, when judicial-review 
proceedings have been instituted in 2 or more courts of appeals with respect to 
the same agency order, require the agenev to “‘file the record in that 1 of such 
courts in which in its judgment the proceedings may be earricd on with the 
greatest convenience to all the parties involved’? (presumably including the 
agency). The other courts would thereupon be required to transfer their cases 
to the court in which the record was filed. The courts would seem to have no 
discretion in the matter. 

In the light of experience, we believe that provisions for bringing together and in 
effect consolidating parallel review proceedings in different circuits involving the 
same administrative action are desirable from the point of view of conserving the 
time of the courts and administrative agencies, avoiding unneceSsary expense in 
filing two or more copies of the record, and avoiding delay, uncertainty and con- 
fusion, and possible conflicts of opinion among coordinate courts. The Com- 
mittee may, however, wish to consider whether, as proposed by the bill, the provi- 
sion should be mandatory upon the ageney, whether the agency’s judgment 
should be final, and whether the court selected should necessarily be one of the 
courts in which a review procecding was theretofore commenced. A complica- 
tion, moreover, may arise out of the fact that the record may already have been 
filed in one court, and the case heard and possibly even decided, by that court 
before judicial-review proceedings are commenced elsewhere. 

One possible alternative would be to provide that the court in which a pro- 
ceeding for judicial review of an agency order is first commenced shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction and that other courts shall transfer their cases to that 
court, except that the first court, upon application of the agency or of any other 
party in interest, may transfer all the proceedings (including those transferred 
to it from other courts) (a) to any other court of appeals stipulated by the parties 
or (b), in the absence of such stiputation, to any other court of appeals ia which 
in the deciding court’s judgment the convenience of all the parties would be best 
served. 

3. Subsection (b) of the proposed section 2112 would authorize the use of an 
abbreviated record, in accordance with court rules, stipulation of the parties, or 
order of the court, but provides that if the rules of the court do not require the 
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printing of the entire record in that court the agency may nevertheless, at its 
option, file the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 

These provisions are satisfactory to us in their present form. 

4. Section 20 of the bill would amend section 408 (i) (2) and (3) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (reiating to tolerances for pesticide chemicals in 
or on raw agricultural commodities) in three respects: A copy of the petition for 
judicial review filed with the court would have to be forthwith traasmitted by 
the clerk of the court to the Secretary whose order is to be reviewed, instead of 
being “‘served’’ oa the Secretary. Secondly, the time, manner, and contents of 
the administrative record to be filed with the court would have to conform to the 
proposed section 2112 of title 28 of the United States Code. Thirdly, the juris- 
diction of the court would attach upon the filing of the pecition for judicial review, 
not (as under present law) upoa the filing of the record with the court. 

We believe that these changes would be desirable improvements in the law, 
though we regard the first change above as largely one of form rather than of 
substance. The reference to “subsection (1)”’ on page 19, line 25, however, is a 
typographical error. It should read “‘subsection (1’’). 

5. Section 21 of the bitl would amend section 701 (f) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act to provide in effect. that the filing and contents of the admin- 
istrative record with the court shall be governed by the proposed section 2112 
of title 21, United States Code. We believe that, in the interest of uniformity 
within the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act the additional changes con- 
tained in section 20 of the bill, above referred to, should also be incorporated in 
section 21. We therefore suggest that section 21 be changed to read as follows: 

“Sec. 21. (a) The second and third sentences of paragraph (1) of subsection (f) 
of section 701 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 21 U. 8. C. 371 (f), 
are amended to read as follows: ‘A copy of the petition shall be forthwith trans- 
mitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary or any officer designated by him 
for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall file in the court the record of 
the proceedings on which he based his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 
28, United States Code.’ 

“(b) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of subsection (f) of section 701 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetie Act (21 U. 8S. C. 371 (f)) is amended to 
read as follows: ‘Upon the filing of the petition referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
subsection, the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm the order, or to set it aside 
in whole or in part, temporarily or permanently.’ ”’ 

6. Similarly, we suggest that, in line with the above-mentioned changes, section 
27 (a) of the bill (p. 24, lines 17-23), be changed to read as follows: 

“Sec. 27. (a) Paragraph (1) as amended, of section 632 (b) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U. 8. C. 291j (b) (1)) is amended to read as follows: 

**(b) (1) If the Surgeon General refuses to approve any application under 
section 625 or section 654, the State agency through which the application was 
submitted, or if any State is dissatisfied with the Surgeon General's action under 
subsection (a) of this section, such State may appeal to the United States court 
of appeals for the circuit in which such State is located by filing with such court 
a notice of appeal. The jurisdiction of the court shall attach upon the filing of 
such notice. A copy of the notice of appeal shall be forthwith transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to the Surgeon General, or any officer designated by him 
for that purpose, and thereupon the Surgeon General shall file in the court the 
record of the proceedings on which he based his action, as provided in section 2112 
of title 28, United States Code.’ ”’ 

7. Again, in order to make the section on review of actions of the Commissioner 
of Education consistent with these changes, we suggest the following changes 
which we believe are largely clarifying rather than additive of substantive law. 
Change section 33 in the bill (p. 28, lines 11-12) to section 34 and add a new section 
to read as follows: 

“Src. 33. Section 207 (b) of the Act of September 23, 1950, as amended (20 
U. 8. C. 277 (b)) is amended by adding at the end of that subsection the following: 
‘A copy of a notice of appeal shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Commissioner, or any officer designated bv him for that purpose. 
Upon the filing of a notice of appeal with it, the court shall have jurisdiction to 
affirm or set aside the decision of the Commissioner in whole or in part.’ 
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED StatTEs Courts, 
Washington, D. C., June 20, 1986. 
Mr. Cyrit F. BrIcKFIELD, 
Office of the House Committee on the Judiciary, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. BrickFIELD: | am glad to send you with this copies of reports of 
meetings of the Judicial Conference of the United States held in September 1953, 
April 1954, March 1955, and March 1956. You will find references to the subject 
of abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of adminis- 
trative agencies provided for in the pending bill (H. R. 6682) on the following 
pages of the reports: 

September 1953, pages 25-26; April 1954, pages 17-18; March 1955, pages 
16-17; and March 1956, page 20. 

Also I enclose (although I think you probably have a copy) a copy of the 
report on the subject made by the Committee on Revision of the Laws on March 
14, 1955. 

I hope that these materials will be helpful to you and I remain, with kind 
regards 

incerely yours, 
Henry P. CHANDLER. 


CoMMITTEE ON REVISION OF THE Laws 


(Judicial Conference, September 24—25, 1953, Washington, D. C.) 


Judge Maris, Chairman of the Committee on Revision of the Laws, submitted 
an interim report. The Committee believes that it would be desirable to permit 
administrative agencies whose orders are to be reviewed by a court of appeals to 
send to the court an abbreviated record where the whole record is not necessary 
and to authorize the use of the original papers in lieu of a transcript, the papers 
to be returned to the agency upon the completion of the review proceedings. 
This would require an amendment of existing statutes. The Committee has 
prepared a tentative draft of a bill for this purpose and recommended that it be 
authorized to submit the draft to the circuit judges and the agencies concerned 
for their consideration and suggestions. The Committee also recommended 
that the President’s conference on administrative procedure be requested to 
consider the proposal and give the Committee its suggestions. In the light of 
such consideration and suggestions received the Committee would plan to present 
a definitive draft of bill to a later session of the Conference. he Conference 
authorized and requested the Committee to include in its tentative draft pro- 
visions covering petitions for enforcement of administrative agency orders as well 
as proceedings to review such orders, and with this amendment it authorized the 
circulation of the draft in accordance with the recommendation of the Committee. 


RULES ADOPTED BY COURTS OF APPEALS FOR REVIEW OR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS 
OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES 


Section 11 of Public Law 901 of the Eighty-first Congress approved December 
29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1129; 5 U. 8. C. Supp. V, 1041), provides for the adoption, 
subject to the approval of the Judicial Conference. of rules governing the practice 
and procedure in proceedings to review or enforce orders of certain administrative 
agencies. The Conference approved a rule adopted by the Court of Appeals of 
the Eighth Circuit pursuant to this provision. 
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COMMITTEE ON REVISION OF THE LAWS 


(Judicial Conference, April 15, 16, 1954, Washington, D. C.) 


Judge Maris, Chairman, submitted the report of the Committee on Revision of 
the Laws: 


RECORD ON REVIEW OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES 


The Committee had circulated among the circuit judges and agencies concerned 
a preliminary draft bill to authorize an abbreviated record on the review of agency 
orders pursuant to authority granted by the Conference to do so at the September, 
1953, session (report, p.25). A revised bill was submitted to the Conference which 
would add to title 28, United States Code, a new section 2112, entitled ‘Record 
on review and enforcement of agency orders.”” The courts of appeals would be 
given power to adopt, with the approval of the Judicial Conference, rules pre- 
scribing the time and manner of filing and the contents of the record in all such 
proceedings, unless the applicable statute makes specific provision on the subject. 
Specific statutory provisions would be unnecessary hereafter, however, if the 
proposed bill is enacted. If proceedings have been instituted in two or more 
courts with respect to the same order the agency would file the record in that 
court which would be most convenient to the parties and the other courts would 
then transfer their proceedings to that court. The record would be abbreviated 
by the inclusion only of such material as the rules of court required or as the 
parties, including parties permitted to intervene by the court, stipulated or as 
the court designated by order. In appropriate cases it could be stipulated that 
no record at all be filed. Provision is made that additional portions of the record 
might be ordered by the court to be filed if found to be needed. It had been 
represented to the committee that in some cases it would he more costly in time 
and money to attempt to abbreviate the record than to send it all to the court. 
Accordingly the Committee had included in the bill a provision giving the agencies 
the right to file the entire record in those courts only which, in view of their use 
of the appendix system or modified printed record system, do not require the 
entire record to be printed. 

At the option of the agency original papers in lieu of certified copies would be 
permitted to be transmitted to the reviewing court. The Committee considered 
it desirable to provide that the court should have jurisdiction upon the filing of 
the petition for review instead of upon the filing of the transcript of record as at 
present in some cases. However, since some agencies have power to modify or 
set aside an order after the filing of a petition for review and until the time of 
filing the record, which they wish to retain, the Committee has proposed to 
amend these statutes so that jurisdiction is acquired upon the filing of a petition 
for review but is not exclusive until the filing of the record. Perfecting amend- 
ments of various statutes had also been included in the bill. 

After consideration of the Committee’s report, the Conference approved thi 
draft of the proposed bill for recommendation to Congress for enactment. 


REAFFIRMATION OF APPROVAL OF BILLS PREVIOUSLY RECOMMENDED 
BY THE CONFERENCE 


(Judicial Conference, March 13, 14, 1955, Washington, D. C.) 


The Conference voted to reaffirm its recommendation of the following bills 
heretofore recommended for enactment by Congress: 

1. §. 2223 and H. Rh. 6682, each entitled ‘‘A bill to authorize the abbreviation 
of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administrative agencies by 
the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original 
papers and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforce- 
ment of such orders, and for other purposes’’ (Judicial Conference Report 
March 1955, session pp. 16, 17). 


AMENDMENTS TO RULES ADOPTED BY COURTS OF APPEALS FOR REVIEW OR EN- 
FORCEMENT OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES 

The Courts of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit, First Circuit and 

Sixth Circuit submitted to the Conference for approval pursuant to the provisions 


of the Act of December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1129, 11382; 5 U.S. C. 1041) amendments 
to rules adopted by those courts relating to the review and enforcement of orders 
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of administrative agencies. The amendments were approved. The rules involved 
are as follows: District of Columbia Circuit, rule 38 paragraph g; First Circuit, 
rule 16 paragraph 7; and Sixth Circuit, rule 13. 


COMMITTEE ON REVISION OF THE LAWS 
(March 14, 1955) 


Report 
To the Judicial Conference of the United States: 
Your Committee on Revision of the Laws submits the following report: 


I 
Record on Review of Orders of Administrative Agencies 


At its special session in April 1954, the Judicial Conference approved a draft 
bill prepared by our Committee to authorize an abbreviated record on review or 
enforcement of agency orders by the courts of appeals. Subsequent conferences 
by our Committee with the Committee on Judicial Review of the President’s 
Conference on Administrative Procedure and with counsel for the Federal Power 
Commission, as well as two statutes enacted at the last session of Congress, have 
indicated the need for some modifications of the bill. Certain editorial changes 
were also found to be needed. Your Committee has accordingly prepared a 
revised draft of the bill which is annexed to this report marked A, and we recom- 
mend its approval. We call attention to the following changes: 

The former draft of subsection (a) of the proposed section 2112 of title 28 pro- 
vided that if proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts with respect 
to the same order the agency ‘“‘shall file the record in that one of such courts in 
which the proceedings may be carried on with the greatest convenience to all the 
parties involved” and the “other courts in which such proceedings are pending 
shall thereupon transfer them to the court of appeals in which the record has been 
filed.”” The case law upholds this procedure and it was the recommendation of 
your Committee, with which the Judicial Conference concurred, that the pro- 
cedure be given a statutory basis but with the addition of a criterion, ‘‘the greatest 
conveniece to all the parties involved’, which should govern the agency’s selection 
of the forum. The President’s Conference on Administrative Procedure, through 
its Committee on Judicial Review, was in agreement with the establishment of 
such a criterion but was fearful that it might lead to dilatory litigation as to 
whether the choice of venue by the agency accorded with the statutory test. It 
was not the intention of your Committee to open the way for dilatory litigation 
as to the balance of convenience of the parties, as this would certainly not be in 
the public interest, but merely to indicate that the agency should make its choice 
of venue on that basis. Your Committee accordingly agreed with the Com- 
mittee of the President’s Conference to recommend adding to the draft statute at 
this point the phrase “in its judgment,” so as to make clear that the choice of 
forum by the agency should not be reviewable except possibly for a clear abuse of 
discretion. The amended draft statute annexed to this report accordingly con- 
tains this phrase. 

Another change is in sections 16 and 19 to include amendments to the Federal 
Power Act and the Natural Gas Act to make clear that the Federal Power Com- 
mission will continue to have authority to modify or revoke its orders made under 
those acts after petitions for review have been filed but before the record has 
been filed in’court. Under the scheme of the bill the court of appeals is to have 
jurisdiction from the time of filing the petition. Without such a saving provision 
the present authority of the Commission to deal with an order in the interim be- 
tween the filing of the petition and the record might be doubtful. It would seem 
clear that the power should be retained. The Commission has requested that 
the point be clarified in the bill and our Committee recommends that the amend- 
ments included in sections 16 and 19 to that end be approved. 

The only other changes to which attention need be directed are the inclusion 
of new section 20 amending section 408 of the Federal Food, Drvg, and Cosmetic 
Act relating to pesticide chemicals which was added by the act of July 22, 1954 
(68 Stat. 515), and the elimination of former section 26 amending section 11 (e) 
(4) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. That act has been superseded by the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 921), under which judicial review of the 
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orders of the Atomic Energy Commission is had under the provisions of the Hobbs 
Act of December 29, 1950. Old sections 20 to 25 have been renumbered 21 to 26. 
Your Committee recommends that the draft bill in the form hereto annexed be 


approved and submitted to Congress. 
* * * * * * * 


CLARENCE G. GALSTON. 
WILLIAM F. SmirH. 
ALBERT B. Maris, Chairman. 


Marcu 14, 1955. 


A BILL To authorize the abbreviation of the record on the review or enforcement of orders of administra- 
tive agencies by the courts of appeals and the review or enforcement of such orders on the original papers 
and to make uniform the law relating to the record on review or enforcement of such orders and for other 


purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the analysis of chapter 133 of title 28 of the 
United States Code, immediately preceding section 2101 of such title, is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following additional item: 


**2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders. 
Sec. 2. Chapter 133 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended bv in- 

serting at the end of such chapter immediately following section 2111 an addi- 

tional section, as follows: 

‘$2112. Record on review and enforcement of agency orders. 

“(a) The several courts of appeals snall have power to adopt, with the approval 
of the Judicial Conference of the United States, rules prescribing the time and 
manner of filing and the contents of the record in all proceedings instituted in the 
courts of appeals to enjoin, set aside, suspend, modify or otherwise review or 
enforce orders of administrative agencies, boards, commissions and officers, in 
which the applicable statute does not specifically prescribe such time or manner 
of filing or contents of the record. The record in such proceedings shall be 
certified and filed in the court of appeals by the agency, board, commission or 
officer concerned within the time and in the manner prescribed by such rules. 
If proceedings have been instituted in two or more courts of appeals with respect 
to the same order the agency, board, commission or officer concerned shall file the 
record in that one of such courts in which in its judgment the proceedings may be 
earried on with the greatest convenience to all the parties involved. The other 
courts in which such proceedings are pending shall thereupon transfer them to the 
court of appeals in which the record has been filed. 

‘‘(b) The record to be filed in the court of appeals in such a proceeding shall 
consist of the order sought to be reviewed or enforced, the findings or report 
upon which it is based, and the pleadings, evidence and proceedings before the 
agency, board, commission or officer concerned, or such portions thereof (1) as 
the said rules of the court of appeals may require to be included therein, or (2) 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review 
or respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the 
court proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission 
or officer concerned or in the court in any such proceeding may consistently with 
the rules of such.court designate to be included-therein, or (3) as the court upon 
motion of a party or, after a prehearing conference, upon its own motion may 
by order in any such proceeding designate to be included therein, Such a stipu- 
lation or order may provide in an appropriate case that no record need be filed 
in the court of appeals. If, however, the correctness of a finding of fact by the 
agency, board, commission or officer is in question all of the evidence before the 
agency, board, commission or officer shall be included in the record except such 
as the agency, board, commission or officer concerned, the petitioner for review or 
respondent in enforcement, as the case may be, and any intervenor in the court 
proceeding by written stipulation filed with the agency, board, commission or 
officer concerned or in the court agree to omit as wholly immaterial to the ques- 
tioned finding. If there is omitted from the record any portion of the proceedings 
before the agency, board, commission or officer which the court subsequently 
determines to be necessary for it to consider to enable it to review or enforce the 
order in question the court may direct that such additional portion of the proceed- 
ings be filed as a supplement to the record. If the rules of the court of appeals in 
which a proceeding is pending do not require the printing of the entire record in 
that court the agency, board, commission or officer concerned may, at its option 
and without regard to the foregoing provisions of this subsection, filed in the court 
the entire record of the proceedings before it without abbreviation. 
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“(e) The agency, board, commission, or officer concerned may transmit to 
the court of appeals the original papers comprising the whole or any part of the 
record or any supplemental record, otherwise true copies of such papers certified 
by an authorized officer or deputy of the agency, board, commission or officer 
concerned shall be transmitted. Any original papers thus transmitted to the 
court of appeals shall be returned to the agency, board, commission, or officer 
concerned upon the final determination of the review or enforcement proceeding. 
Pending such final determination any such papers may be returned by the court 
temporarily to the custody of the agency, board, commission or officer concerned 
if needed for the transaction of the public business. Certified copies of any papers 
included in the record or any supplemental record may also be returned to the 
agency, board, commission, or officer concerned upon the final determination of 
review proceedings. 

Sec, 3. (a) The sixth sentence of subsection (b) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112), is amended to read as follows: 
“Until the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for review, if no 
such petition has been duly filed within such time, or, if a petition for review has 
been filed within such time then until [the transcript of] the record in the pro- 
ceeding has been filed in a court of appeals of the United States, as hereinafter 
provided, the Commission may at any time, upon such notice and in such manner 
as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or 
any order made or issued by it under this section.” 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (c) of section 5 of the Federal 
Trade Commission Act, as amended (52 Stat. 112-113), are amended to read as 
follows: “‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Commission, and thereupon the Commission [forth- 
with] shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the [entire] record 
in the proceeding, [including all the evidence taken and the report and order 
of the Commission] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon such filing of the petition [and transcript] the court shall have jurisdiction 
of the proceeding and of the question determined therein and shall have power 
to make and enter [upon the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings set forth in 
such transcript] a decree affirming, modifying, or setting aside the order of the 
Commission, and enforcing the same to the extent that such order is affirmed 
and to issue such writs as are ancillary to its jurisdiction or are necessary in its 
judgment to prevent injury to the public or to competitors pendente lite.” 

(c) Subsection (d) of section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act, as 
amended (52 Stat. 113), is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) [The] Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the court of 
appeals of the United States to affirm, enforce, modify or set aside orders of the 
Commission shall be exclusive’ (15 U. 8S. C., § 45, Federal Trade Commission). 

Sec. 4. (a) The sixth sentence of the second paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), is amended to read as follows: 
“Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing shall have been filed in a United 
States court of appeals, as hereinafter provided, the Commission or Board may at 
any time, upon such notice, and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify 
or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued by it 
under this section.” 

(b) The first and second sentences of the third paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1127), are amended to read as 
follows: 

“Tf such person fails or neglects to obey such order of the Commission or Board 
while the same is in effect the Commission or Board may apply to the United 
States court of appeals, within any circuit where the violation complained of 
was or is being committed or where such person resides or carries on business, for 
the enforcement of its order, and shall [certify and] file [with its application a 
transcript of] the [entire] record in the proceeding, [including all the testimony 
taken and the report and order of the Commission or Board] as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon such filing of the application [and 
transcript] the court shall cause notice thereof to be served upon such person, and 
thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and of the question determined 
therein, and shall have power to make and enter [upon the pleadings, testimony, 
and proceedings set forth in such transcript] a decree affirming, modifying, or 
setting aside the order of the Commission or Board.”’ 


(Note.—The new statutory provisions inserted by the amendments are itali- 
cized and the present statutory provisions stricken out by the amendments are 
enclosed in [brackets]. 
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(c) The second and third sentences of the fourth paragraph of section 11 of the 
Act of October 15, 1914, as amended (64 Stat. 1128), are amended to read as 
follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to the Commission or Board and thereupon the Commission 
or Board [forthwith] shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the 
record in the proceeding, as [hereinbefore] provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of [the transcript] such petition the court 
shall have the same jurisdiction to affirm, set aside, or modify the order of the 
the Commission or Board as in the case of an application by the Commission or 
Board for the enforcement of its order, and the findings of the Commission or 
Board as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence, determined as provided 
an section 10 (e) of the Administrative Procedure Act, shall in like manner be con- 
clusive.”’ 

(d) The fifth paragraph of section 11 of the Act of October 15, 1914, 
as amended (64 Stat. 1128), is amended to read as follows: 

“CThe] Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the United States 
court of appeals to enforce, set aside, or modify orders of the Commission or Board 
shall be exclusive’’ (15 U.S. C., sec. 21, Interstate Commerce Commission, Federal 
Communications Commission, Civil Aeronautics Board, Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System). 

Sec. 5. The fourth and fifth sentences of the first paragraph of section 2 of 
the Act of July 28, 1916 (39 Stat. 425), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy 
of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Post Office Department and thereupon the said department [forth- 
with] shall [certify and] file in the court [[a transcript of] the record [and 
testimony ], as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon the 
filing of such [transcript] petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, set 
aside, or modify the order of the department”’ (39 U.S. C., sec. 576, Postmaster 
General (District of Columbia Circuit only)). 

Sec. 6 (a) Subsection (c) of section 203 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing has been filed in a 
court of appeals of the United States, as provided in section 204, the Secretary 
at any time, upon such notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only 
after reasonable opportunity to the packer to be heard, may amend or set aside 
the report or order, in whole or in part” (7 U. 8. C., sec. 193, Secretary of 
Agriculture). 

(b) Subsections (b) and (c) of section 204 of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 
1921 (42 Stat. 162), are amended to read as follows: 

‘“(b) The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to 
be delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, and the report and 
order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. If before such 
[transcript] record is filed the Secretary amends or sets aside his report or order, 
in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such time as 
the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

‘“‘(c) At any time after such [transcript] petition is filed the court, on applica- 
tion of the Secretary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent 
it deems proper, the packer and his officers, directors, agents, and employees, 
from violating any of the provisions of the order pending the final determination 
of the appeal’ (7 U.S. C., sec. 194, Secretary of Agriculture). 

(c) The first sentence of subsection (h) of section 204 of the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, 1921 (42 Stat. 162), is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(h) The court of appeals shall have [exciusive] jurisdiction, which upon the 
jiling of the record with it shall be exclusive, to review, and to affirm, set aside, or 
modify, such orders of the Secretary, and the decree of such court shall be final 
except that it shall be subject to review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon certiorari, as provided in section [240 of the Judicial Code] 1254 of 
title 28, if suen writ is duly applied for within sixty days after entry of the decree” 
(7 U.S. C., sec. 194, Secretary of Agriculture). 

Sec. 7. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (a) of section 6 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1001), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the 
court in which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof 
to be delivered to the Secretary of Agriculture, chairman of said commission, or 
any member thereof, and the said commission shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
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such proceedings, [including the notice to the board of trade, a copy of the charges, 
the evidence, and the report and order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code’ (7 U. 8. C., sec. 8, Contract Market Commission). 

(b) The seventh and eighth sentences of paragraph (b) of section 6 of the 
Commodity Exchange Act (42 Stat. 1002), as amended, are amended to read as 
follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Secretary of Agriculture [by delivering such copy 
to him] and thereupon the Secretary of Agriculture shall [forthwith certify and] 
file in the court [a transcript of] the record theretofore made, [including evi- 
dence received ] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of the [transcript] petition the court shall have jurisdiction to affirm, 
to set aside, or modify the order of the Secretary of Agriculture, and the findings 
of the Secretary of Agriculture as to the facts, if supported by the weight of 
evidence, shall in like manner be conslusive’ (7 U. S. C., sec. 9, Secretary of 
Agriculture). 

Sec. 8. The third and fourth sentences of the second paragraph of subsection (b) 
of section 641 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (49 Stat. 865), are amended 
to read as follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upond 
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary of the Treasury, or [upon 
any officer designated by him for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such 
court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, 
in whole or in part’’ (19 U. S. C., sec. 1641, Secretary of the Treasury). 

Sec. 9. The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 9 of the Securities Act 
of 1933 (48 Stat. 80), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition 
shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Com- 
mission, and thereupon the Commission shall [certify and] file in the court 
{a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained of was entered, 
as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’ (15 U. 8. C., sec. 77i, 
Securities and Exchange Commission). 

Sec. 10. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 25 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (48 Stat. 901), are amended to read as follows: 
‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk 
of the court to any member of the Commission, and thereupon the Commission 
shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the 
order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, and enforce or set aside such order, in 
whole or in part’ (15 U. 8. C., sec. 78y. Securities and Exchange Commission). 

Sec. 11. The third sentence of subsection (c) of section 18 of the Act of June 18, 
1934 (48 Stat. 1002), is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The clerk of the court in 
which such a petition is filed shall immediately cause a copy thereof to be delivered 
to the Board and it shall [forthwith prepare, certify, and] thereupon file in the 
court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in the proceedings held before 
it under this section, [the charges, the evidence, and the order revoking the 
grant] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’ (19 U. 5. C., 
sec. 8lr, Foreign Trade Zone Board). 

Sec. 12. The second sentence of subsection (d) of section 402 of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934, as arnended (66 Stat. 719), is amended to read as follows: 
“Within thirty days after the filing of an appeal, the Commission shall file with 
the court [a copy of the order complained of, a full statement in writing of the 
facts and grounds relied upon by it in support of the order involved upon said 
appeal, and the originals or certified copies of all papers and evidence presented 
to and considered by it in entering said order] the record upon which the order 
complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code (47 U. 8S. C., sec. 402, Federal Communications Commission (District of 
Columbia Circuit only)). 

Sec. 13. (a) Section (d) of section 10 of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended (61 Stat. 147), is amended to read as follows: 

‘“‘(d) Until [a transcript of] the record in a case shall have been filed in a 
court, as hereinafter provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole 
or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it.” 

(b) The first, second, fifth, and seventh sentences of subsection (e) of section 10 
of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 147), are amended to 
read as follows: 
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““(e) The Board shall have power to petition any court of appeals of the United 
States [(including the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Colum- 
bia)], or if all the courts of appeals to which application may be made are in 
vacation, any district court of the United States F including the District Court 
of the United States for the District of Columbia) ], within any circuit or district, 
respectively, wherein the unfair labor practice in question occurred or wherein 
such person resides or transacts business, for the enforcement of such order and 
for appropriate temporary relief or restraining order, and shall [certify and] 
file in the court [a transcript of] the [entire] record in the proceedings [including 
the pleadings and testimony upon which such order was entered and the findings 
and order of the Board], as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon [such] the filing of such petition, the court shall cause notice thereof to be 
served upon such person, and thereupon shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding 
and of the question determined therein, and shall have power to grant such tem- 
porary relief or restraining order as it deems just and proper, and to make and 
enter [upon the pleadings, testimony, and proceedings set forth in such transcript] 
a decree enforcing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in 
whole or in part the order of the Board. * * * If either party shall apply to 
the court for leave to adduce additional evidence and shall show to the satisfac- 
tion of the court that such additional evidence is material and that there were 
reasonable grounds for the failure to adduce such evidence in the hearing before 
the Board, its member, agent, or agency, the court may order such additional 
evidence to be taken before the Board, its members, agent, or agency, and to be 
made a part of the [transcript] record. * * * [The] Upon the filing of the record 
with it the jurisdiction of the court shall be exclusive and its judgment and decree 
shall be final, except that the same shall be subject to review by the appropriate 
United States court of appeals if application was made to the district court as 
hereinabove provided, and by the Supreme Court of the United States upon writ 
of certiorari or certification as provided in [sections 239 and 240 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended (U. S. C., title 28, secs. 346 and 347) section 1254 of title 28.” 

(c) The second and third sentences of subsection (f) of section 10 of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 148), are amended to read 
as follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to the Board, and thereupon the aggrieved party shall 
file in the court [a transcript of] the [entire] record in the proceeding, certified 
by the Board [including the pleading and testimony upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, and the findings and order of the Board] as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] the filing of such peti- 
tion, the court shall proceed in the same manner as in the case of an application 
by the Board under subsection (e) of this section, and shall have the same [exclu- 
sive] jurisdiction to grant to the Board such temporary relief or restraining order 
as it deems just and proper, and in like manner to make and enter a decree enforc. 
ing, modifying, and enforcing as so modified, or setting aside in whole or in part 
the order of the Board; the findings of the Board with respect to questions of 
fact if supported by substantial evidence on the record considered as a whole 
shall in like manner be conclusive” (29 U.S. C., sec. 160, National Labor Rela- 
tions Board). 

Sec. 14. The third and fourth sentences of subsection (h) of section 4 of the 
Federal Alcohol Administration Act (49 Stat. 980), as amended, are amended 
to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] 
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary, or [upon] any officer desig- 
nated by him for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall [certify andJ 
file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained 
of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or in part”? (27 U. 8. C., see. 
204, Secretary of the Treasury). 

Sec. 15. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 24 of the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 834), are amended to read 
as follows: ‘“‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by 
the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission, or [upon] any officer 
thereof designated by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the 
Commission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon 
which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or ser aside such order, in whole or 
in part” (15 U. S. C., sec. 79x, Securities and Exchange Commission). 
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Src. 16. (a) Subsection (a) of section 313 of the Federal Power Act, as 
amended, (49 Stat. 860), is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional 
sentence reading as follows: “Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed 
in a court of appeals, as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at anytime, 
upon reasonable notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set 
aside, in whole or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it.”’ 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 313 of the 
Federal Power Act, as amended (49 Stat. 860), are amended to read as follows: “‘A 
copy of such petition shall forthwith be [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of 
the court to any member of the Commission and thereupon the Commission shall 
{certify and] file with the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order 
complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States 
Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have [exclu- 
sive] jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, to 
affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part’”’ (16 U.S. C., see. 825 1, 
Federal Power Commission). 

Sec. 17. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 611 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended (52 Stat. 961), are amended to read as 
follows: “A copy of such petition shall be forthwith Perse upon] transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to any member of the Board, or [upon] any officer thereof 
designated by the Board for that purpose, and thereupon the Board shall [certify 
and J file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order complained 
of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon 
the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have exclusive jurisdiction 
to determine whether such cancellation or default was without just cause, and to 
affirm or set aside such order’’ (46 U.S. C., sec. 1181 (b), Federal Maritime Board 
(District of Columbia Circuit only)) 

Src. 18. Subsection (c) of section 1006 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 
(52 Stat. 1024), is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) A copy of the petition shall, upon filing, be forthwith transmitted to the 
Board by the clerk of the court; and the Board shall thereupon [certify and] 
file in the court [a transcript of] the record, if any, upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code”’ 
(49 U. S. C., sec. 646, Civil Aeronautics Board). 

Sec. 19. (a) Subsection (a) of section 19 of the Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), 
is amended by inserting at the end thereof an additional sentence reading as 
follows: ‘‘Until the record in a proceeding shall have been filed in a court of appeals, 
as provided in subsection (b), the Commission may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in 
part, any finding or order made or issued by it. 

(b) The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 19 of the 
Natural Gas Act (52 Stat. 831), are amended to read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such 
petition shall forthwith be [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of the court to 
any member of the Commission and thereupon the Commission shall [certify 
and] file with the court [a transcript of] the record upon which the order com- 
plained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. 
Upon the filing of such petition [transcript] such court shall have [exclusive] 
jurisdiction, which upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, to affirm, 
modify, or set aside such order in whole or in part” (15 U.S. C., see. 717r, Federal 
Power Commission). 

Sec. 20. (a) The first and second sentences of paragraph (2) of subsection (i) 
of section 408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the 
Act of July 22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

‘“*(2) In the case of a petition with respect to an order under subsection (d) (5) 
or (e), a copy of the petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Secretary, or [upon] ony officer designated by him for 
that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall [certify and] file in the court 
[a transcript] the record of the proceedings [and the record] on which he based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] 
the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the order complained of in whole or in part.” 

(b) The first and second sentences of paragraph (3) of subsection (i) of section 
408 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by the Act of July 
22, 1954 (ch. 559, 68 Stat. 515), are amended to read as follows: 

(3) In the case of a petition with respect to an order such subsection (1), a 
copy of the petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the clerk of 
the court to the Secretary of Agriculture, or Cupon } any officer designated by him 
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for that purpose, and thereupon the Secretary shall [certify and] file in the court 
[a transcript] the record of the proceedings [and the record] on which he based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] 
the filing of such petition, the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the order complained of in whole or in part’’ (21 U. 8S. C., see. 346a, 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Secretary of Agriculture). 

Sec. 21. The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (f) of section 701 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (52 Stat. 1055), as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Secretary [promptly upon service of the 
summons and petition, ] thereupon shall [certify and] file in the court the [trans- 
script] record of the proceedings [and the record] on which the Secretary based 
his order, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code’’ (21 U.S. C., 
sec. 371, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare). 

Sec. 22. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 10 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (52 Stat. 1065), as amended. are amended tc 
read as follows: “A copy of such petition shall forthwith be [served upon] 
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Secretary, and thereupon the Secretary 
shall [certify and] file in the court [a transc ript of] the record upon which the 
order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall have 
exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order in whole or in 
part, so far as it is applicable to the petitioner’ (29 U. 8. C., sec. 210, Secretary of 
Labor). 

Sec. 23. The fourth, fifth, sixth, and eighth sentences of subsection (f) of 
section 5 of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, as amended (52 Stat. 
1100), are amended to read as follows: “‘ Within fifteen days after receipt of service, 
or within such additional time as the court may allow, the Board shall [certify 
and J file with the court in which such petition has been filed [a transcript of 
the record upon which the findings and decision complained of are based, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Upon [such] the filing 
of such petition the court shall have exclusive jurisdiction of the proceeding and 
of the question determined therein, and shall give precedence in the adjudication 
thereof over all other civil cases not otherwise entitled by law to precedence. 
It shall have power to enter [upon the pleadings and transcript of the record,] a 
decree affirming, modifying, or reversing the decision of the Board, with or without 
remanding the cause for rehearing. * * * No additional evidence shall be 
received by the court, but the court may order additional evidence to be taken 
before the Board, and the Board may, ‘after hes aring such additional evidence, 
modify its findings of fact and conclusions and file such additional or modifie d 
findings and conclusions with the court, and the Board shall file with the court 
[a transcript of] the additional record” (45 U. 8. C., sec. 355, Railroad Retire- 
ment Board). 

Sec. 24. (a) Subsection (c) of section 409 of the Federal Seed Act (53 Stat. 
1287, is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Until [a transcript of] the record in such hearing has been filed in a court 
of appeals as provided in section 410, the Secretary of Agriculture at any time, 
upon such notice and in such manner as he deems proper, but only after reasonable 
opportunity to the io _ be heard, may amend or set aside the report or order, 
in whole or in part’’ (7 U. C., sec. 1599, Secre tary of Agriculture). 

(b) The second and third paragr raphs of section 410 of the Federal Seed Act 
Act (53 Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“The clerk of the court shall immediately cause a copy of the petition to be 
delivered to the Secretary, and the Secretary shall [forthwith prepare, certify, 
and] thereupon file in the court [a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, and the report and 
order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. If before such 
[transcript] record is filed, the Secretary amends or sets aside his report or order, 
in whole or in part, the petitioner may amend the petition within such time as 
the court may determine, on notice to the Secretary. 

“At any time after such [transcript] petition is filed the court, on application 
of the Secretary, may issue a temporary injunction restraining, to the extent it 
deems proper, the person and his officers, directors, agents, and employees from 
violating any = the provisions of the order pending the final determination of the 
appeal” (7 U.S. C., sec. 1600, Secretary of Agriculture). 

(c) The first and second sentences of section 411 of the Federal Seed Act (53 
Stat. 1288), are amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 411. If any person against whom an order is issued under section 409 
fails to obey the order, the Secretary of Agriculture, or the United States, by its 
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Attorney General, may apply to the court of appeals of the United States, within 
the circuit where the person against whom the order was issued resides or has his 
principal place of business, for the enforcement of the order, and shall [certify 
and] file [with its application a full and accurate transcript of] the record in 
such proceedings, [including the complaint, the evidence, the report, and the 
order] as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. ‘ Upon such 
filing of the application [and transcript] the court shall cause notice thereof to 
be served upon the person against whom the order was issued’ (7 U. 8S. C., sec. 
1601, Secretary of Agriculture). 

Sec. 25. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 43 of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 844) are amended to 
read as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] trans- 
mitted by the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission or fupon} any 
officer thereof designated by the Chmeeinaais for that purpose, and thereupon 
the Commission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such 
court shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, 
in whole or in part’’ (15 U. 8. C., sec 80a—42, Securities and Exchange Com- 
mission). 

Sec. 26. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 213 of the 
Investment Advisers Act of 1940, as amended (54 Stat. 855) are amended to read 
as follows: ‘‘A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upond transmitted 
by the clerk of the court to any member of the Commission, or [upon] any officer 
thereof designed by the Commission for that purpose, and thereupon the Com- 
mission shall [certify and] file in the court [a transcript of] the record upon 
which the order complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such [transcript] petition such court shall 
have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm, modify, or set aside such order, in whole or 
in part” (15 U.S. C., sec. 80b-13, Securities and Exchange Commission). 

Sec. 27. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of section 
632 of the Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction 
Act (60 Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: ‘““The Surgeon General shall 
{forthwith certify and] thereupon file in the court the [transcript] record of the 
proceedings [and the record] on which he based his action, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. 

(b) The first sentence of paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of section 632 of the 
Act of July 1, 1944, as added by the Hospital Survey and Construction Act (60 
Stat. 1048), is amended to read as follows: 

(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon General, unless substantially contrary 
to the weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive; but the court, for good cause 
shown, may remand the case to the Surgeon General to take further evidence, and 
the Surgeon General may thereupon make new or modified findings of fact and 
may modify his previous action, and shall [certify to] file in the court the [tran- 
script and] record of the further proceedings” (42 U. 8. C., sec. 291j, Public 
Health Service). 

Sec. 28. The fourth sentence of subsection (c) of section 205 of the Sugar Act 
of 1948 (61 Stat. 927), is amended to read as follows: ‘Within thirty days after 
the filing of said appeal the Secretary shall file with the court the [originals or 
certified copies of all papers and evidence presented to him upon the hearing 
involved, a like copy of his decision thereon, a full statement in writing of the 
facts and grounds for his decisions as found and given by him] record upon which 
the decision complained of was entered, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code, and a list of all interested persons to whom he has mailed or otherwise 
delivered a copy of said notice of appeal” (7 U. 8. C., see. 1115, Secretary of 
Agriculture (District of Columbia Circuit only)). 

Sec. 29. The second and third sentences of subsection (a) of section 14 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1001), are amended to read as follows: 
““A copy of such petition shall be forthwith [served upon] transmitted by the 
clerk of the court to the Board, and thereupon the Board shall [certify and] file 
in the court [a transcript] of the atten’ record in the proceeding, [including 
all evidence taken and the report and order of the Board] as provided in section 
2112 of title 28, United States Code. [Thereupon] Upon the filing of such peti- 
tion the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding and shall have power to 
affirm or set aside the order of the Board; but the court may in its discretion 
and upon its own motion transfer any action so commenced to the United States 
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Court of Appeals for the circuit wherein the petitioner resides’? (50 U. 8S. C., 
sec. 793, Subversive Activities Control Board). 

Sec. 30. (a) Subsection (e) of section 110 of the Internal Security Act of 1950 
(64 Stat. 1028), is amended to read as follows: 

**(e) Until [a transcript of] the record in a case shall have been filed in a 
court, as hereinafter provided, the Board may at any time, upon reasonable 
notice and in such manner as it shall deem proper, modify or set aside, in whole 
or in part, any finding or order made or issued by it’’ (50 U. 8. C., sec. 820, De- 
tention Review Board). 

(b) The third and fifth sentences of subsection (c) of section 111 of the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1028), are amended to read as follows: 
‘The Board shall thereupon file in the court [a duly certified transcript of] the 
[entire] record of the proceedings before the Board with respect to the matter 
concerning which judicial review is sought [including all evidence upon which 
the order complained of was entered, the findings and order of the Board] as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United States Code. * * * [Thereupon] Upon 
the filing of such petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the proceeding, which 
upon the filing of the record with it shall be exclusive, and shall have power to affirm, 
modify, or set aside, or to enforce or enforce as modified the order of the Board’’ 
(50 U.S. C., see. 821, Detention Review Board). 

(ec) The first sentence of subsection (d) of section 111 of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950 (60 Stat. 1029), is amended to read as follows: 

““(d) If either party shall apply to the court for leave to adduce additional 
evidence and shall show to the satisfaction of the court that such additional 
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grounds for the failure to 
adduce such evidence in the hearing before the Board or its hearing examiner 
the court may order such additional evidence to be taken before the Board or 
its hearing examiner and to be made a part of the [transcript] record’ (50 
U. 8. C., see. 821, Detention Review Board). 

Sec. 31. (a) Section 6 of the Act of December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1130), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. [Within the time prescribed by, and in accordance with the require- 
ments of, rules promulgated by the court of appeals in which the proceeding is 
pending, unless] Unless the proceeding has been terminated on a motion to 
dismiss the petition, the agency shall file in the office of the clerk of the court of 
appeals in which the proceeding is pending the record on review, [duly certified, 
consisting of the pleadings, evidence, and proceedings before the agency, or 
such portions thereof as such rules shall require to be included in such record, or 
such portions thereof as the petitioner and the agency, with the approval of the 
court of appeals, shall agree upon in writing] as provided in section 2112 of title 
28, United States Code’’ (5 U.S. C., sec. 1036, Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, Secretary of Agriculture, Federal Maritime Board, Maritime Administration, 
Atomic Energy Commission). 

(b) The second sentence of subsection (c) of section 7 of the Act of December 
29, 1950 (64. Stat. 1131), is amended to read as follows: “The agency may 
modify its findings of fact, or make new findings, by reason of the additional 
evidence so taken and may modify or set aside its order and shall file [a certified 
transcript of] in the court such additional evidence, such modified findings or 
new findings, and such modified order or the order setting aside the original 
order” (5 U.S. C., sec. 1037, Federal Communications Commission, Secretary of 
agriculture, Federal Maritime Board, Maritime Administration, Atomic Energy 
Commission). 

Sec. 32. The second and third sentences of subsection (b) of section 208 of 
the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act, as amended (66 Stat. 702), are amended to 
read as follows: ‘“‘Upon receipt of such copy of a notice of appeal the Board shall 
[promptly certify and] file in such court [a complete transcript of] the record 
upon which the order complained of was made, as aby in section 2112 of 
title 28, United States Code. The costs of certifying and filin9 such [transcript] 
record shall be paid by the party making [the] such appeal’ (30 U.S. C., sec. 
478, Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review). 

Src. 33. This act shall not be construed to repeal or modify any provision of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 
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COMMITTEE ON REVISION OF THE LAWS 


(Judicial Conference, March 24, 25, 1956, Washington, D. C.) 


Judge Maris, Chairman of the Committee on Revision of the Laws, submitted 
a report on behalf of the Committee. 


RECORD ON REVIEW OF ORDERS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES 


At the April 1954 special session, the Conference approved the draft of a pro- 
posed bill submitted by the Committee dealing with the record on review of 
orders of administrative agencies and its abbreviation (Conference report pp. 
17, 18). However, the Committee reported that subsequent conferences with the 
Committee on Judicial Review of the President’s Conference on Administrative 
Procedure, and with counsel for the Federal Power Commission, and also the 
enactment of two statutes at the last session of Congress, indicated the need of 
some modifications of the draft bill. The Committee accordingly had prepared a 
revised draft which was annexed to its report and which it recommended. 

The Conference approved the revised draft for recommendation to Congress 
for enactment. Besides editorial changes, the following are the principal changes 
in the revised draft: The words ‘‘in its judgment” (referring to the agency) are 
added to the provision that when review proceedings have been instituted in two 
or more courts with respect to the same order the agency “shall file the record 
in that one of such courts in which the proceedings may be carried on with the 
greatest convenience to all the parties involved” and ‘“‘other courts in which such 
proceedings are pending shall thereupon transfer them to the court of appeals in 
which the record has been filed.” his is for the purpose of avoiding dilatory 
litigation as to the balance of convenience of the parties, by making clear that the 
choice of forum by the agency should not be reviewable except possibly for a clear 
abuse of discretion. Amendments to the Federal Power Act and the Natural 
Gas Act are included to make clear that the Federal Power Commission will 
continue to have authority to modify or revoke its orders made under those 
acts after petitions for review have been filed but before the record has been filed 
in court. Under the bill the court of appeals is to have jursidiction from the time 
of filing the petition and it was considered that without such a saving provision 
the present authority of the Commission to deal with an order in the interim 
between the filing of the petition and the record might be doubtful. A new 
section was added concerning a recent amendment to the Federal Food Drug and 
Cosmetic Act relaying to pesticide chemicals, and a section dealing with the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 was eliminated since that act has now been super- 
seded by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 under which judicial review of orders of 
the Atomic Energy Commission is had under the provisions of the Hobbs Act of 
December 29, 1950. 

A recommendation by the Judicial Council of the District of Columbia Circuit 
that section 646 (d) of title 49 of the United States Code relating to air carriers, 
and the Hobbs Act approved December 29, 1950 (64 Stat. 1129, 1131), be amended 
so as to eliminate the requirement that 5 days’ notice be given before interlocutory 
relief may be granted was referred to the Comn ittee at the April 1954 session of 
the Conference (Conference report p. 19). The Committee reported that it was 
of the view that the purpose could best be accomplished by the substitution of a 
requirement for ‘‘reasonable notice” in lieu of the fixed provision for 5 days’ 
notice, and submitted the draft of the bill to this end. The Conference approved 
the report and voted to recommend the proposed bill to Congress for enactment. 

A bill (S. 489) entitled ‘‘A bill to provide general rules of practice and procedure 
before Federal agencies’’ introduced in the present Congress was referred to the 
Committee for consideration. 








COMMENTS SUBMITTED 
SUBSEQUENT TO HEARINGS 





FEDERAL PowER CoMMISSION, 
Washington, May 21, 1956. 
Hon. Epwin E. W118, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 8, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WILLIS: Supplementing my testimony before your sub- 
committee on the bill, H. R. 6682, a bill to authorize the abbreviation of the record 
on review, may I give you a copy of the amended rule No. 38 made effective 
May 10, 1956, by the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, 

Under this amended rule it is only necessary to file a certified list of all of the 
documents, transcripts of testimony, exhibits, and other material comprising 
the record in a proceeding where an administrative order is under review by a 
court. This greatly simplifies the meehanics of these reviews, does not deprive 
any party of full opportunity to assert any claims it may desire to urge upon 
the court and minimizes the expense for the preparation of agency records. We 
have been using this plan in the Third, Fourth, Fifth, Tenth, and District of 
Columbia Circuits for some time and it has worked out very effectively. 

I do not believe that the bill as introduced expressly authorizes the submission 
of a list in lieu of the documents themselves, although the amendment suggested 
by Judge Maris yesterday may serve the purpose. 

Our difference with Judge Maris seems to be solely a matter of form. He says 
that the courts desire legislative authority for the rules they have adopted and 
we thought that the rules were adopted by the courts with ample authority. 
There is complete agreement, however, that the courts should not be unduly 
restricted in this particular. 

Respectfully, 
WILutarp W. GaTcHELL, General Counsel. 


[Inclosure No. 92908 from Federal Power Commission] 
UnitTEp States Court oF APPEALS FOR THE District or CoLumsBia CIRCUIT 
October Term, 1955 


Before Edgerton, Chief Judge, and Prettyman, Wilbur K. Miller, Bazelon’ 
Fahy, Washington, Danaher, and Bastian, Circuit Judges, in Chambers 


Order amending rule 38 


It is ordered by the court that paragraph (g) of rule 38 of the general rules of 
this court be, and it is hereby amended by inserting therein immediately after the 
first sentence and before the second sentence the following additional sentences: 

Within the time prescribed for filing the transcript the agency, board, com- 
mission, or officer in lieu of actually transmitting the entire transcript to the 
clerk of this court may file with him a certified list of all the documents, 
transcripts of testimony, exhibits, and other material comprising the record 
in the proceeding, adequately describing each and indicating its page num- 
bers. The custodian of the records of such agency, board, commission, or 
officer shall thereupon retain and hold all the material comprising the record 
in the proceeding for and on behalf of the clerk of this court and subject to 
his orders and shall transmit the same or any part thereof to him when and if 
required by the court for its use in the review proceeding. The filing of a 
certified list of the material in the record and the holding of such material 
for and subject to the directions of the clerk of the court shall be deemed the 
full equivalent of the filing of the entire transcript of the record in the court. 

It is further ordered by the court that the foregoing amendment to paragraph 
(g) of rule 38 shall not become effective or be promulgated until after approval by 
the Judicial Conference of the United States and the further order of this court 
promulgating and making same effective. 

Per CuRIAM. 

Dated October 25, 1955. 

Promulgated and made effective May 10, 1956. 
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Unttep States Court or APPEALS FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT, 
Philadelphia, Pa., May 22, 1956. 
Hon. Epwin E. WI tts, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 3. 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear ConcREssMAN Wituts: At the hearing held by your subcommittee on 
May 17 on H. R. 6682 the General Counsel for the Federal Power Commission 
called attention to the procedure recently adopted by rule by a number of the 
courts of appeals, acting upon a recommendation of the Judicial Conference, 
that permits an agency in a review proceeding to file in the court merely a list 
of the papers in the record while retaining in its physical custody the papers 
themselves, to be transmitted to the court only when and if required. 

Our court has found this a useful procedure, saving of time and expense, and 
we certainly do not want to interfere with it by any provision in H. R. 6682. 
That bill was drawn before this new procedure was devised, however, and it 
would, therefore, be advisable to amend the bill so as to recognize the right of 
the courts by rule to permit this sort of record procedure. This could be accomp- 
lished by the following amendments to H. R. 6682: 

In line 15, page 2, after ‘‘record.” and before “THE” insert the following 
additional sentence: ‘‘Such rules may authorize the agency, board, commission, 
or officer to file in the court a certified list of the materials comprising the record 
and retain and hold for the court all such materials and transmit the same or any 
part thereof to the court, when and as required by it, at any time prior to the final 
determination of the proceeding.” 

In line 16, page 2, after “filed in’’ and before ‘“‘the’’ insert ‘‘or held for’’ 

I hope that the committee will give favorable consideration to these amend- 
ments. 

I do not understand that the Federal Power Commission is pressing the sugges- 
tions for amendment made by its report on the bill submitted to you by its 
General Counsel. I, therefore, assume that it is unnecessary for me to comment 
upon them other than to say that I do not believe any of them is necessary or 
er . 

May I express again my gratitude for the full hearing accorded me by your 
subcommittee on this bill. 


Sincerely yours, A B. Maki 
LBERT Bb. MARIS. 


x 
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